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PBEFACE TO VOLUME IV. 


In this volume I have endeavoured to put together some 
detailed account of the theories of the relations of the Papacy 
and the Empire from the beginning of the tenth century to 
the latter part, of the twelfth. I have not endeavoured to 
deal with the more general subject of the relations or opposi- 
tions of the ecclesiastical order and the secular. Some aspects 
of these have been already discussed in the first and second 
volumes of this work, and we shall probably return to them 
in the next volume ; but 1 should like to remind our readers 
that the •subject of this work is not the history, either civil 
or ecclesiastical, of the Middle Ages, but the political theories, 
and we deal with ihe relations of the Temporal and Spiritual 
pow ers only so far as they seem to us to have tended to 
influence the development oi these theories. 

I do not indeed think that, these relations had as much 
. effect upon political theory in general as has been sometimes 
suggested. The great political conceptions of the Middle 
Ages, the supremacy of law, the authority of the community, 
the contractual relation between ruler and subject, were only 
incidentally affected by the question of the relations of the two 
Powers. And yet I Mink that we are justified in devoting a 
whole volume to the conflicts of the Empire and the Papacy 
in the eleventh and twelfth centuries for two reasons. Tirtt, 
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because the principle that human society was controlled by two 
authorities, a spiritual as well as a temporal, represents the 
development of what is one of the most characteristic differ- 
ences between the ancient and the modern world. Second, 
because it has been sometimes thought that the principle 
of the independence of the spiritual life tended in the Middle 
Ages to become the principle of the supremacy of the Spiritual 
Power. I do not indeed pretend in Ihis volume to deal with 
the whole of this subject ; in the next volume we hope to 
deal with this in its development in the thirteenth century. 
I have endeavoured in this volume to consider how far the 
question arose in the great conflicts of the eleventh and 
twelfth etui nries. and to mrive at some conclusions as to the 
nature and extent of the development of such a theory of 
supremacy during this period. 

I wish to express my very great obligations to Mr /. Brook 
of C'aius College. Cambridge, wdio lias read the proofs, and 
to w lioye corrections and suggestions 1 am most deeply in- 
debted, though he is not in any wry responsible for the imal 
form of the treatment of the subject, or for ,1 lie judgments 
which are expressed. I ma.v be allowed to express the hope 
that it may not be long bet ore his detailed studies of Gregory 
VII. may be made accessible to us all. 

I wish to express my constant obligations to the masterly 
work of Professor Otto von Gierke, and espicially to thal 
parti of it translated by the late Professor Maitland. Only 
those who have endeavoured to work through the mass of 
medieval literature can appreciate fully its monumental 
erudition, and the accuracy of eveu his most, incidental rei'er- 

' ences. I shotftd also wish to express my admiration for 

• 

Professor Mirbt’s excellent and detailed study of the con- 
troversial literature of the eleventh and twelfth centuries, 
‘ £)ie 'Publizistik im Zeit alter Gregors VII.’ And I must 
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remember with gratitude my obligations to the work of one 
of the most learned of our ecclesiastical historians of the 
Middle Ages, Professor Hauck of Leipzig, who has unhappily 
passed away in these troubled but heroic years. 

A. J. CAELYLE. 

Oxi ore December 1921 
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PART I 


RELATIONS OF THE SPIRITUAL AND TEMPORAL POWERS 
FROM 900 A.D. TO 1076 A.D. 


CHAPTER L 

THE OVERLAPPING OF THE SPIRITUAL AND TEMPORAL POWERS. 

In the first volume of this work, we endeavoured to consider 
the main principles and characteristics of the relations of the 
spiritual and temporal authorities in the ninth century, and 
we came to the conclusion that, while it was clearly appre- 
hended that the principle which governed these relations was 
that each authority should be supreme and independent of the 
other within its own sphere, the relations were in fact very 
complex, and often appeared to be inconsistent with this 
principle. The Temporal power actually and continually 
possessed a great influence in the ecclesiastical sphere, while 
the Spiritual constantly exercised a great amount of control 
in temportl affairs. The principle was clear enough, but it 
WSs obviously very difficult to act in strict accordance with 
the principle. The emperor or king frequently found himself 
in the position of one whose duty it was to see that the 
ecclesiastical officers of the Church carried out their functions 
rightly, and therefore actually exercised a large if undefined 
authority in ecclesiastiaal matters ; while, on the other hand, 
the spiritual authorities were frequently involved in the 
direction and ordering of secular matters. 
vol. rv. 
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The principles which men held were clear and apparently 
simple, but the actual relations of the two great authorities 
were very complex. It is, however, true on the whole to say 
that in spite of this complexity there was no seriouB collision 
or conflict between the two authorities. 

In this volume we have to consider how it came about that 
these comparatively tranquil conditions were changed, and 
that for some two husdred and fifty years, from the accession 
of Pope Gregory VII. in 1073 till the death of Pope Boniface 
VIII. in 1303, Western Europe was almost stunned with the 
noise of the great conflict between the Empire and the Papacy, 
while in other Western countries the conflicts of the Temporal 
and Spiritual powers were, if not so sensational in their form, 
not less serious in their character. In this volume we do not 
propose to deal with the subject beyond the date of the 
accession of Innocent III. (1198), for which his pontificate these 
relations assumed a new form which must be considered in 
immediate connection with the conditions and theories of the 
thirteenth century. 

We have to consider, first, how the great conflict came 
about ; second, the actual nature of the questions and 
principles at stake in the conflict ; and third, the nature of 
the solutions, partial or permanent, at which men. arrived in 
the course of the twelfth century. And first we must consider 
how the great conflict came about, for certainly here, if any- 
where in history, it is only through the consideration of the 
antecedents or causes of the situation that we can hope to 
reach any real interpretation of the situation itself. In order 
that we may do this we must therefore begin by considering 
the actual nature of the relations of the two great Authorities, 
the spiritual and the temporal, in the tenth century and™in 
the eleventh, until the accession of Pope Gregory VTT to the 
Papal See. 

€ 

When we begin to examine dispassionately the history of 
this period we are impressed before «all with the fact that, 
while there is no reason to think that any one doubted that 
tite spiritual and temporal authorities were distinct and had 
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each, their own proper sphere,! in actual fact the temporal 
ruler and the laity in general did constantly take a large part 
in administering ecclesiastical affairs, while the Pope and 
bishops exercised a large amount of authority in political 
matters. 

Throughout the tenth and eleventh centuries we find 
constant reference to the presence of secular princes and 
other laymen at Church councils as* taking part in their 
deliberations, and giving their authority to their determina- 
tions. A good example of this is to be found in the proceed- 
ings of a council held at Augsburg in the year 952. The 
council was summoned by Otto I., with the advice of the 
bishops, for the consideration of spiritual affairs and the 
condition of the Christian Empire ; and the bishops specially 
invited his presence at the discussion of sacred matters. 
Otto is not actually represented as taking part in declaring 
the laws of the Church, but he was present while they were 
deliberated on, and it was to his support that the clergy 
looked for their maintenance. 1 2 


1 Cf. Acta Concilii Trosliani, A.D. 
909 ; Mansi, ‘ Concilia,’ vol. xiii. chap, 
i. Thoy quote tho sayings of Pope 
Gelasius I. An the nature of the two 
powers. 

* M. G. H., Legum, Sect. IV., Const. 9. 
Conventus Augustana, 952 A.D. : “ Cum 
excellentiaaimus piiasimusque Otto rex 
superna attaotus clemencia, non minus 
de negotio spirituals quam de statu 
christiani imperii traotare disponeret, 
inprimis pontiScum aiiorumque pxima- 
tum suorum oommuni ooncilio fretus ; 
dSEo incamationis DOOOCLn, indictione 
x, anno vero regni eius xu, sub die 
vrt Id. Aug. placitum conventumque 
synodalem Augustam fieri deorevit, 
quatinus conoordi diligentia, tam sancti 
oleri quam populi, teocleeiee stabilitatis 
profeotus et totius christiauitatis utili- 
tatea tractarentur. Cuius (9vins rei 
dispoeitionem per reverentissimi atque 
prudentissimi Frithuriei Mogontine 
sedis Arohiepiscopi industrials maxime 


gubernari deliberavit, Heroldo etiam 
Juuauensis escclesite arohiepisoopo . . . 
ceterisque Italiee, Gallia), Germanim 
subnotatis pontificibus huio disoussioni 
operam exigentibus. . . . Cum earum 
unanimis diligentia huio fficdesiastioo 
negotio vigilanter instaret, omnibus 
ratum putabatur, principem regni, 
beats matris seeled® devotum filium 
postulare, quatinus ibidem divina dis- 
cucientibus interesse dignaretur. Turn 
die prefinito eo veniens, dulciaona 
modulationum incunditate honoriflce, 
uti reglam dignitatem deouerat, ab 
omnibus acceptus, miss® oslebratione 
finita, satisfaoiendo pontificuxn peticioni 
cum insigni primatum turba synodum 
intravit. Interim reverendus Mogon, a 
tine sedis arcluepiscfpus Frithuricua 
%e a solio erigens, humiliter strenueque 
sermonem regulari studio congruentem 
protulerat ; deinde ouncta, qu® de 
iure EBcclesiastioo juxta canonioam 
auctoritatem et i mi tan da sanctorum 
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We can find numerous parallels to this in the tenth and 
eleventh centuries, not only in Germany but also in Italy. 
In the reports of various councils held during the pontificate 
of John XIII., it is said that the Emperor Otto I. was present 
and consenting ; 1 and again in the account of a council held 
at Borne by Pope Gregory V., in the year 998, the Emperor 
Otto III. is represented as having taken an active part in 
the discussion of the question of a contested election to the 
bishopric of Auxonne.® Again, Otto III. is spoken of as pre- 
siding along with Pope Gregory V. at the council held in 
Borne, at which the see of Merseburg was refounded and 
restored to its original dignity. 3 The Emperor Conrad II. 


patrum decreta erant ventilate, pro- 
nuntians, in his et in omnibus iiuic 
rei neoessariis se in commune ejus 
presidium sentire postulabat. Quibus 
rex superni amoris ipso succentms et 
zelo divini amoris arumatus, mentis 
eorporisque niuu wcclosiaaticarum re- 
rum auxiliatorem dofonsorem promp- 
tissimum se esse promittondo oerti- 
floavit. Hac videlicet promissione 
audita regoli, prelibatus arrhiepisoopus 
residens, comm uni oeterorum assensu 
ospitula subsequenlia titulari precepit.” 

Cf. id. id.. No. 6. ' Gesta Synodi 

Ingelheimensis,’ 

1 Mansi, ' Concilia,’ vol. xviii. A., p. 
600 : “ Ipso namque anno una nobis- 
cum, favente, et consentionte invic- 
tissimo predict o imperutore, acta est 
magna synod us Ravenna) xii Kal. 
Maii, convanientibus archiepiscopis et 
episeopia ciroumquaque ex omni Italia, 
residentibus nobis in eoclesia beati 
Sever! eonfessoris Christi, et ibi statutis 
omnibus rebus ecclesiasticis, secundum 
statute canonum, et decreta ante- 
rfseoaorum nostrorum.” 

Id. id. id., p! 632 : “ Lectam in 
synodo Rome habits aesidentibu# 
divis imperatoribus Ottone Magno, 
filioque eius equivoco.” 

JJKansi, ' Concilia,’ vol. xlx. p. 228 : 
“Nos denique obedientea preoeptis 


canonum, judicantibus Episcopis Rom- 
anis, Longobardis, et ultramontanis, 
consentiente et judicante Domno Ottone 
Imperatore Augusto, jussimus a Bene- 
dicto Archidiacono nostro et Rotberto 
Oblationario ipsum Guadaldum deponi. 
. . . Poet haic omnia peracta, Domno 
imperatore iubente, et Episcopis Rom- 
anis, Longobardis at, quo ultramontanis 
iudicantibus, consentiente et accla- 
mante Enuengordo comite cum clericis 
et optimatibus qui de regions ilia ibi 
aderant, una cun senafu et militia 
Romana, Longobardorum et ultra- 
montanorum, privilegio nostreo aucto- 
ritatis confirmando et corroborando 
Amulfum preenominatum episcopum 
in ordine pontifical) Ecolesi® Ausonensis 
statuimus atquo sublimavimus, anulum- 
que et virgam pastoralem ei dedimus.” 

* M. G. H., Legum ; Sect. IV., 
Const. 24, Conoilum Romanum (998- 
999), li. : “ Ut episeopatua MerseCStg- 
ensis a sede apostolica et bouas 
memorial Ottone primo imperatore per 
universale conoilium fundatus, itemque 
a sede apostolica et imperatore Ottone 
sec undo sine oonoilio destruetus, ut in 
proprium honorem red eat a sancta sede 
apostoliA iudioatum est per universale 
ooncilium, presidents domino Ottone 
tertio ^ragusto etesare et domino Gre- 
gorio papa quinto.” 
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is said to have presided with Pope John XIX. at a council 
held in Some in 1027 to determine the relation of Grado to 
the Patriarch of Aquileia, and the decision iB described as 
being that of the Pope and the Emperor ; the Emperor 
Conrad is also said to have presided at a council of bishops 
at Frankfort, at which a large number of the inferior clergy 
and laity were present. 1 

Again, Henry IU. is said to have thien present at a synod 
held at Pavia in 1046, and the decision of the synod with 
regard to the precedence of the Bishop of Verona is described 
as being in accordance with his “ praeceptum.” 2 In the 
decrees of the Council held at Maintz in 1049 by Pope 
Leo IX., the Pope speaks of the Emperor Henry III. as sitting 
with him in the Council, and as giving his approval to the 
judgment of the Council with regard to a disputed claim to the 
archbishopric of Besangon. The inferior clergy and the laity are 
also mentioned as being present and signifying their approval. 8 


* M. G. II., Legum, Sect. IV., Const. 
38 : “ [In nomine dom. Doi et] Salv. 
nostri Iesu Christi, imperanto Chuon- 
rado perpetuo Augosto anno primo 
. . . presidents sancto ac beatissimo 
nonodeeimo'Iohanne. [universal! pape] 
sedis apostolice urbis Rome, una cum 
predicto imperatore in ecclesia domini 
Dei et Salvatoria nostri. . . . Reveren- 
dissimus igitur papa et piissimus im- 
perator, secundum quod prsedictum 
est, Poponem patriaroham de Gradensi 
plebe pastorali virga investientee, ex 
apostolice et imperial i decreto hoc 
privilegium* Aquilegenai ecclesie et 
Jffijponi patriarchs sub anathematis 
vinculo inviolabiliter pennansurtun, 
Romans ooclesie bibliotheoario scribere 
iusserunt." 

Id. id., 40 : “In generali Francan- 
anordenai ooncilio, presidents impera- 
tore Conrado cum episoopis xxn, et 
abbatibus octo cum numatosa cleri 
plebiaque frequenoia,” Ac. 

* Id. id., 48 : “ Cumque multte res in 
eadem sinodo iuste ac ratiofiabiliter 


in eiusdem gloriosi regia presentia, 
archiepiscoporum illius et episcoporum 
pertractareutur . . . domini Walterii 
Veronenaia episoopi sedile ad iam dicti 
patriarch® dexteram decanter iuaaum 
eat poni, et per victoriosi regia Henrioi 
precoptum et sancte sinodi laudatione 
atque corroboratione statutum eat et 
aancitum,’’ &c. 

1 Id. id., 61 : “ per hano noatrta 

preoeptionis paginam innoteacimus 
eorum aliqua quae geaaimua in aynodo 
Magontina, in qua nobia ooneedit 
prudentisaimi filii nostri Heinrioi 
II Romanorum imperatoria auguata 
maiestas multorumque fratrum et 
coepiseoporum noetrorum nec non 
abbatum reverends sanctitaa, hones- 
torum clericorum atque laicorum re- 
ligiosorum presente non parva multi- 
tudine, Ac. . . . fluam sentential** 
> iuste et canonice prolatam nostra et 
apostolica auotoritae roboravit, laudante 
dulcissimo Clio nostro prenominato 
augusto cunctoque qui a derat clero et 
populo.” - m 
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• These passages will serve as illustrations of the fact that the 
king's or emperors of the tenth and eleventh centuries fre- 
quently took an important part in the proceedings of ecclesi- 
astical assemblies. It is not less important to observe that 
the presence of other laymen is mentioned in the accounts of 
the Synods of Frankfort and Maintz, to which we have just 
referred, and it is worth while to notice some further illustra- 
tions of this. Pope Lfo IX. in one of his letters refers to the 
decisions of the Council which he held at Eheims in 1049 
as having been made by himself, with the advice of the 
bishops, and the assent and approval of the clergy and people. 1 
A few years later, in a letter addressed by Pope Nicholas II. to 
the bishops of Gaul, Aquitaine, and Gascony, he describes the 
Council which he had held in Rome in 1059 — the Council at 
which the famous new order for papal elections was made — 
as having been attended by bishops, abbots, clergy, and laity.® 
A few years later again, in 1067, we find a letter of Pope 
Alexander II. addressed to the clergy and laity of the Church 
of Cremona, inviting them to send representatives to a council 
which he proposed to hold after Easter.® There is therefore 
nothing to surprise us when we find it stated in the life of 
Lanfranc, that the council for the revival of the canonical 
system and order of the Church in England w§ts summoned by 


1 Pope Leo IX., ‘ Epistles,’ 17 : “ Post 
consecrationem eoclesitu in eodsm 
synod um celebrantes, plurima ad utili- 
tatem Christiana! religionis necessaria, 
conaUio coepiscoporum nostrorum, as- 
sensu otiam et laude fieri et populi, 
quorum innumera multitudo ad tantse 
devotionis celebritatem confluxerat, 
statuendo confirmavimus.” 

• Pope Nicholas II., ‘ Epistle,’ 71 : 
“Anno dominie® incarnation is 10S9, 
anno pontiScatus noatri prime, indict. 
Tni. Romana urle in basilica Sancti 
Salvatoris quae appeilatur Constant iana, 
aanetam celebrantes synodum, a sanctia 
Patribus, videlicet 113 episoopis, ex- 
ceptis abbatibus, et derieis religioeis 
*-ac latcis cole bra tam, de statu Eocieaiw 


sancta) ad communem utilitatem, Deo 
propitio, canonice dispoauimus.” 

* Pope Alexander II., ‘ Epistle,’ 36 : 
“ Alexander, aervus servorum Dei, 
Cremonensis ecclesi® religioeis clericis, 
et fidelibus laicis, salutem et apostolicam 
benediotionem. . . . Sed q!lia nonnulla 
prater hac qua vobis sunt admoSHm 
necessaria, ut a nostra reepondeatur 
auctoritate consultu hortamur, ut 
synodale concilium, quod auctore Deo 
post proximum Pascha oelebraturi 
sumus, prudentes ex vobis viros venire 
non pigeat qui nobis quidquid exi- 
gendum test, vestrisquo utilitatibua 
conferendum non per iudicia litter* 
arum, sed per viva vocis offioium 
patenter exponent.” 
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him with the authority of Pope Alexander and King William, 
and that it is described as being composed of the bishops and 
princes, the clergy, and the people. 1 * * * * * * The Synod or Council of 
Borne, held in the year 1076 by Gregory VII., at which the 
Emperor Henry IV. was excommunicated and declared to be 
deposed, is said to have been attended not only by the bishops 
and abbots and clergy, but also by the laity. 1 At the end of 
the eleventh century we find another Example of the same 
thing in two letters of Pope Urban II. dealing with the 
question of the metropolitan authority of the Archbishop of 
Tours in Britanny ; he announces his decisions as having been 
made in a council attended not only by bishopB and other 
clergy, but also by the Koman judges and “ consulars,” and 
by their advice. 8 

It might seem that these and similar phrases are not in them- 
selves of much importance, and no doubt in many cases they 
are little more than formal ; but this does not really affect 
their significance, for what they imply is this, that however 


1 Migne, P. L., vol. ISO ; Lanfranc, 

• Vita,’ x. : “ Sed ut retro redeem, 

primo adventu eius in Angliam, 
auctoritate summi pontificis Alexandri, 
et glorioai Agis Willelmi, convocavit 

opiscopoe et principes terra, clorum 

et populum, ad renovanda deoreta 
et institute sanctorum Fatrum de 
synodis oelebrandis, de consuetudini- 
bus eccleeiaaticis.” 

* Pope Gregory VII., Registrum, 
iii., 10 a s “ Anno ab incarnatione 
Domini miUesimo septuagesimo quinto, 
indiotjone A, celebravit ipae domnus 

Cfregorius papa Bonne synodum in 
ecolesia domini Salvatoris, quas Con- 
atantiniana dicitur ; ubi interfuit 
episooporum et abbatum atque di- 
versi ordinis clericorum et laioorum 
oopia.” 

■ Pope Urban II., ‘Epistle,’ 113: 
“ Omnibus itaque pertractafls, incon- 
cuasa oonfratum noetrorum Joannis 
Portuensis, Ubaldi Sabinensis, Joannis 
Tusoulanensis, Brunonis Si£niensis, 


Daimbeiti Pisani, Lamberti Atreba ten- 
sis episooporum, et nonnullorum nos- 
tra Ecclesiae clericorum, Bomanorum 
quoque iudicum et aliorum oon- 
sularium: ex oommimi consilio visum 
est harum rerum, qute per tot apos- 
tolicos pontifices eonflrmatee fuer- 
ant, definitionem plan am non debere 
diferri. . . 

Id., ‘ Epistle,’ 114 : “ Quibus omnibus 
diligentius exquisitis, ex communi con- 
silio tarn coniratum nostrorum episco- 
porum et nonnullorum nostra eoelesiro 
clericorum Bomanorum quam iudicum 
et aliorum consularium adiudicatum 
ost, harum rerum qua) per tot apos- 
tolioas pontifices confirms te fuerant, 
definitionem plenam non debere difierri. 
Igitur et nos eorum statute firmantes, 
prasentium vobis auetoritate praoipi^ 
•mus ut, siout ab ipeis deoretum est, 
Turonensi deinoeps archiepiscopo earn, 
quaee metropolitanum deoet, obedien- 
tiam exhibere curetis.” 
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clear ly men might maintain the principle of the separation of 
the two powers, and of the two orders of clergy and laity, in 
fact the layman was not conceived of as completely excluded 
from the organised ecclesiastical authority. 

If it is important to observe the fact that the temporal 
ruler and the laity in general were recognised in the tenth 
and eleventh centuries as having some place in the administra- 
tion of ecclesiastical affairs ; it is not less important to take 
note of some passages in the writings of these times in which 
the Pope or other ecclesiastical persons are spoken of as 
having their place in the regulation of temporal matters. We 
shall have to consider later very carefully the exact nature of 
the claims made with respect to this when the great con- 
flict had broken out, in the meanwhile we only desire to take 
note of some incidental references to the matter before that 
time. 

We have pointed out in the first volume of the work that 
it was frequently recognised in the ninth century that the 
Popes and the bishops of the Church had a considerable 
authority in the appointment of emperors and kings . 1 As we 
have said, it iB difficult to determine the exact principles upon 
which thiB was founded. In the case of the relation of the 
Pope to the appointment of an emperor, there were the special 
circumstances attending the recognition of the Prank rulers as 
Roman Emperors ; in the case of the bishops in general it is 
difficult to say how much w'as due to the respect for their 
spiritual office and authority, how much to the fact that the 
bishops were among the great men of the community to whom 
the selection and proposal of the ruler was normally^en- 
trusted. It is, indeed, very doubtful whether in the ninth 
century the various elements upon which the intervention 
of ecclesiastical persons in secular matters depended were 
pearly distinguished from each other, and it would seem that 
there is the same ambiguity .about the matter in the period 
that followed. 

In the last year of the ninth century we find some im- 

1 Cf. vol. i, pp. 282-21)7. 
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portant phrases in a letter attributed to Hatto, the Arch- 
bishop of Maintz, and written to Pope John IX., with 
reference to the election of Louis, “ the Child,” as King 
in Germany. Hatto excuses the neglect to consult the Pope 
about the election, on the ground that the roads between 
Germany and Borne were blocked by the “pagans,” and 
asks the Pope that, now that it was possible to communi- 
cate with him, he would confirm their fiction . 1 The letter 
implies clearly that the Pope was in such a Bense recog- 
nised as having a place in the matter, that it was important 
to conciliate him, and to secure his approval and support. 
In the tenth century, and at the time of the deepest degra- 
dation of the Papacy, Pope John XU. speaks of Otto I. as 
having come to Borne that he might seek the imperial crown 
from St Peter by his hands, and proclaims that he had anointed 
him as Emperor for the defence of the Church, and with the 
benediction of St Peter . 9 Bodolphus Glaber, writing in the 
first half of the eleventh century, states very emphatically 
the principle that no one might be called, or could be, 
Emperor except he whom the Pope should choose as fit for 
such an office, and upon whom the Pope had conferred the 
Empire . 3 The Continuator of the * Annals of Hildesheim ’ 
• 

1 Mansi, ‘ Concilia,’ vol. xviii. A., p. scilicet, aliisque quamplurimis, ut ad 
204 : “ 8ed cur hoc sine vestra iussione defensionem sanotae Dei eccled® 
et permissions factum sit, veetram triumphalem victoria) imperii culmen, 
haud dubitamue latere prudentiam. per noa a beato Petro Apoetolorum 
Nulla scilicet alia causa actum constat, prinoipe susciperet coronam, summam 
nisi quia paganis inter nos et vos et universalem, oui Deo praosidemus 
consistentibus, impeditum est iter auctore, adiit sedem : quern paterno 
nostrum ad s^ctam matrem nostram afiectu suscipientes, ob defensionem 
Ro sedem : ita ut nec legati a sanotee Dei eoclesie in imperatorem 
nostra parvitate ad veetram dignitatem cum beati Petri benedictions unximus.” 
dirigi potuissent. Sed quia tandem * Rodolphus Glaber, ‘ Historic,' i. 6 : 
oocasio et tempus advenit, quo nostra “ Illud nihilominus nimimn condecens 
epiBtola veetris obtutibus prtesentare- ac perhonestum videtur, ut ne quia- 
tur : rogamus nostram commun em quam audenter Romani imperii seep, 
constitutionem, veetrse dominationis trum praeproperus gestare princeps 
benedictione roborari.” ajJjpetat, seu imperator diei aut esse 

* Id. id., p. 461 : “ Nunc* vero, valea't, nisi quern papa eedis Roman® 

Dei operante dementia oariesimus et morum probitate delegerit aptum 
Christianiseimus filius noster rex # Otto reipublien, eique commiserit insigne 
devictis barbaris gentibus, Avaribus imperiale.” 
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speaks of Henry III. as having made his infant son king 
by the election of the Boman Pontiff and the other bishops 
and princes . 1 11 

Enongh has been said for the moment to illustrate the 
extent to which in the tenth and eleventh centuries the 
two great authorities, the temporal and the spiritual, continued 
to overlap each otffer, and to show how often the temporal 
authority intervened in ecclesiastical matters, and the spiritual 
in secular. We must now consider in more detail some of 
those questions in relation to which there finally arose the 
great conflict of the eleventh and the twelfth centuries. 

1 ‘ Annales Hildesheimonsos,' Cont., pontificis ceterorumquo pontifteum et 
Anno 1050 (p. 104) : (Hoinricus) principum etectiono regem constitute.” 

11 filium suum Hoinricum Romani 
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CHAPTER II. 

ELECTIONS TO THE PAPACY IN THE TENTH AND 
ELEVENTH CENTURIES. 

If we are to attempt seriously to understand the nature of 
the later controversies, we must begin by considering the part 
taken by the German Emperors, from Otto I. to Henry HI., in 
the appointment and deposition of the Popes. We do not 
indeed pretend here to give an exhaustive or detailed account 
of all the circumstances of the papal elections during this 
period, and there is the less need of this, as there are several 
important monographs on the subject. We think, however, 
that it is possible to recognise certain important principles as 
generally admitted, in this period, and we can also distinguish 
with sufficient clearness the most important points of doubt 
and controversy. It is clear on the one hand that throughout 
this period — that is, from the beginning of the tenth century 
to the accession of Gregory VII. — some place was recognised as 
belonging to the Emperor in the election ot a Pope *, while on 
the hand we can also see that there were grave doubts 
about the extent of the imperial share in the election, and 
about the attempt to assert jurisdiction over the Pope, on 
the part of any men, whether lay or clerical. 

The tenth section of the proceedings of the Council held at 
Borne in the year 898, by Pope John IX., may be taken as 
representing the circumstalhces on which the place of the imperial 
authority in papal elections actually rested in the tenth century. 
It speaks of the violence to'which the Roman See was exposed 
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animity of the Roman people and clergy was superficial, for 
when the Emperor left Rome, the people rose against 
Leo Vin., and he fled to the Emperor. Pope John XU. 
died, and the Romans elected Benedict V. The Emperor 
returned, and Benedict was brought before the Council in the 
Vatican, and sent into exile in Germany. 1 

In the next year (965) Leo VIII. died, and the account of 
the election of his tuccessor, which is given by the Continuator 
of Regino’s Chronicle, is important. On the death of Leo, the 
Romans, he says, sent Azo, the Protoserinarius, and Maximus, 
the Bishop of Sutri, to the Emperor, who was then in Saxony, 
to ask him to appoint whom he would as Pope. The Emperor, 
however, did not do this, but sent Otgar, the Bishop of Spires, 
and Liuzo, the Bishop of Cremona, to Rome ; and then, presum- 
ably in their presence, the Roman people elected John, the 
Bishop of Nami, as Pope. 2 

enemies : “ oblitns iuramenti ot fideli- vorsalis papa sanctce Komanse ecclesiac, 

tatis quam mihi supra corpus sancti reprobate ob improbos mores Johanne 

Petri promisit." The clergy and people apoetata.” Cumque hoc tertio omnes 
of Borne reply: “Inauditum vulnus dixissent, annuente imperatore, nom- 

inaudito est cauterio oxurendum. Si inatum Leonem ad Lateranense pala- 

corruptis moribus soli sibi, et non tium secundum consuotudinem cum 

cunctis obessot, quoquo modo toler- laudibus ducunt, et certo tempore 

andus esset. Quot prius cast: liuius in ecclesia sancti Petri ad summum 

facti sunt imitations incasti 1 Quot sacerdotium soncta consecratione attol- 

probi hums exemplo conversotionis lunt, et fideles ei adfuturos iureiurando 

sunt reprobi T Petimus itaque mag- promittunt.” 

nitudinem imperii vestri, monstrum • ' De Rebus Gestis Ottonis,’ 21. 

illud nulla virtute rodemptum a vitiis, * ‘ Continuator Beginonis,’ i. 627, 

A saucta Bomana ecclesia pelli, aliumque (M. G. H.) : “Leo papa obiit. Tunc 
looo eius oonstitui, qui nobis exemplo legati Bomanorum, Azo videlicet 

borne conversotionis prseesse valoat et protoserinarius, et Marinus, Sutriensis 

prodesse ; sibi recto vrvat, ac bene ecolesiee episcopus, iiiperUirem, pro 

vivendi nobis oxemplum pra-beat.” instituendo quern vellet RomSnt pon- 

Tune imperator : “ Placet, inquit, tifice in Saxonia adeuntes, honorifloo 

quod dicitis, nihilquo gratius nobis, suscipiuntur et remittunter. Et Ot- 

quam ut talia, qui huic soncta: et gerus Spirensis episoopus, et Liuzo, 

univeraali sedi praeponatur, inveniri Cremonensis episcopus, cum eisdem 

possit.” • Bomam ob imperatore diriguntur. 

16. His dictis, omnes una voce dix- Tunc ab omni plebe Bomana Io hann es, 

orunt : “ Leonem, venerabilem sanctac Narnitnsis ecclesite episcopus, eligitur.” 

Romans ecclesi® protoscrinarium, Cf. Ratherii, • Itinerarium,’ 2 ; and 

virum approbatum et ad Bummum 1 Vit. Pont. Muratori. R. It. Script. 

aacerdotii gradum dignum, nobis in III.*ii. 329. 

pastorem eligimus, ut summus et uni- 
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It "would be unsafe to conclude that this narrative presents 
us with a complete account of the whole circumstances : we 
must allow for the possibility that the statements may be 
coloured by the position of their authors. 

The action of Otto I. and the Council in deposing Pope 
John XII. was parallel to the action of Henry III. and 
the Council of Sutri in 1049. There were precedents in 
the purgation both of Leo III. and Leo. IV. for some claim 
on the part of the Church and the Emperor to bo con- 
cerned with the character of the head of the Church. 1 * It 


is more important to observe that, whatever irregularity there 
might be in relation to the deposition of John XII., it seems 
clear that the traditional forms were carefully observed in 
the elections of Leo VIII. and John XIII. As Luitprand 
relates the matter, it was the clergy and people of Rome 
who elected Leo VH1., and the Emperor only gave his assent 
to their election. The narrative of the continuator of Regino 
seems clearly to imply that on the death of Leo VIII., Otto I. 
did not make any appointment to the Papacy by himself, 
but referred the election to the Romans, presumably in the 
presence and with the sanction of his envoys. 

This agrees indeed with the provisions of the “Privilegium ” 
of Otto I. ^ith regard to papal elections, which is attributed 
to the year 962, and is thought to bo substantially genuine.® 
In this, it is provided that the Roman clergy and nobility are 
to secure that the election was to be carried out canonically 
and justly, and that he who was elected to the Apostolic See 
was not to be consecrated until he had, in the presence of the 
imperial mission, made the same declaration as had been 
voluntajply^nade by Pope Leo ; and further, that no one was 
to interfere with the freedom of the Romans, to whom 
by ancient custom and to constitution of the holy fathers 
the right of election belonged — this prohibition extended to 
the missi of the Emperor. 3 These provisions correspond with 


1 Cf. vol. i. p. 283. 

1 Cf. Editor of ‘ Conatitutioifcs ’ in 
M. G. H. ad Inc. 

* M. G. H., Legum, Sect. TV., Const. 
12 : “ Salva in omnibus poteatate nietra 
et fllii nostri posterorumque nostrorum, 


seaundum quod in pacto et constitu- 
tione ao promisaionis firmitate Eugenii 
pontificis auccesaorumquo illius conti- 
netur ; id eat ut omnia clerus et 
universi popuh Romani nobilitas prop- 
ter diversas necessitates et pontificuxn 
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those of the “ Pactum ” of Louis the Pious, and the “ Constitutio 
Romana ” of Lothair I., 1 they clearly recognise that the right 
of election belonged to the Romans, while the Emperor retained 
an important place in the process. 

A little lateT in the century we find that these constitu- 
tional traditions were no longer so carefully observed. The 
life of St Adalbert contains an account of the appointment 
of Pope Gregory V. in the year 996. Prom thiB it would 
appear that the Emperor Otto 111. was at Ravenna when 
Pope John XY. died. The chief men of Rome ( proceres et 
senatorius ordo) sent letters and messengers announcing the 
death of the Tope, and desiring to receive the royal judgment 
as to whom they should set up in his place. Otto III. selected 
Bruno, a young and learned clerk of the royal chapel, who 
was his kinsman, and he was elected a maioribus, apparently 
at Ravenna, and was then sent, with the Archbishop of Maintz 
and another bishop, to Rome, where he was received with 
honour. 2 The procedure is much of the same kind as that 


inrat ionabiles erga populum sibi Bub- 
ioetum asperitalns retundendas sacra- 
monto so obligot, quntinus futura pon- 
tifioum olectio, quantum uniuscuiusque 
intellectus fuorit, canoniee et iuste 
fiat ; et ut iUe. qui ad hoc sanctum 
atquo apostolium regimen oligitur, 
nemino consent ien to conseeratus fiat 
pontifex, priusquam talom in presentia 
misaorum nostroruro vel Alii nostri seu 
universe gonoralitatis faciat promis- 
sionem pro omnium satisfaction!} atque 
futura eonversationo, qualem domnus 
et venerandus spiritalis pater noster 
Leo sponte fecisse dinosoitur. 

“ Proterea alia minora huic operi 
inserenda previdimus, videlicet ut in 
electione pontificum neque liber neque 
servus ad hoc venire preeusumat, ut 
illis Romanis, quos ad hanc electionom 
per constitutionem sanctorum patr^m 
antiqua admiait consuetudo, aliquod 
faciat impedimentum ; quod si quia oon- 
tra hanc nostram institutionem venire 
preesumpserit, exilio tradatur. Insuper 


eciam ut nullus missorum nostrorum 
cuiuscunquc impoditionis argumentum 
componere in prefatom electionem 
audeat, prohibemus.” 

1 Cf. vol. i. p. 271. *. 

* ‘ Vita S. Adolborti,’ xxi. ; Migno, 
P. L., vol. 137. Otto III. was at 
Ravenna. “ Ibi in ejus occursum 
veniunt epistolie cum nunciis, quas 
mittunt Romani proceres et sonatorius 
ordo. Primo illius adventum, velut 
toto tempore patenue mortis non 
visum, totis visceribus desiderare ac 
debita fi deli tat e poi' : cjtantur ex- 
spectaro ; deindo in mortc aMK apos- 
tolici tarn sibi quam illis non minimam 
invectam esse partem incommodorum 
annunciant, et quem pro eo ponerent, 
rogalem exquirunt sentenciam. Erat 
item in capella regie qui dam clericus 
nomine llruno, seoularibus litteris 
egregif, eruditus et ipse regio sanguine 
genus ferens ; magn® scilicet indolis, 
sed, quod minus bonum, multum 
fervtde juventutis. Huuc quia regi 
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of which we shall find examples when we come, in the next 
chapter, to deal with the appointment of bishops. 

In a document of a few years later, whose genuineness has 
indeed been disputed, but probably without sufficient reason, 
we find Otto III. claiming very explicitly that it was he 
himself who had created Gerbert (Silvester II.) Pope in the 
year 999. 1 How much exactly this may mean it is not easy 
to say, but at least it implies that Otto *111. had a very high 
conception of his own share in the appointment. 

We have very little by way of contemporary observation 
and criticism on the events which we have recorded ; but it 
is important to observe that Thietmar of Merseburg, writing 
not later than the first quarter of the eleventh century, 
expresses his disapproval of the deposition of Benedict V., 
whom he calls “ valentiorem sibi [i.e., the emperor] in Christo,” 
and maintains that no one had authority to judge him except 
God Himself. 2 

After the death of Otto III. the Papacy was comparatively 
free from the pressure of the Empire, but also it lost its 
support, and once again it fell on evil days, for, if it was 
emancipated from the interference of the Germans, it only 
fell more •helplessly under the domination of the local 
factions, and by the middle of the eleventh century the 
situation had once again become acute. We do not 
need to enter into the details of the intervention of 
Henry III. ; it is enough for us here to remember that 


placuit, a majoribus electum Magon- 
tinus epiupafAs Willigisua et suue col- 
lege lidaebaldus episcopus adduxerunt 
Homam ; proinde a Romanis honor: - 
fice acceptum, ad hoc ordinati episcopi 
apostolico honore promulgarunt.” 

1 M. G. H., Legum, Sect. IV., Const. 
26: “ Sicut enim pro amore sanoti Petri 
domnrnn Siluestrum m agist rum nos- 
trum papain elegimus et Deo *volente 
ipeurn serenissimum ordinavimus et 
creavimus ita pro amore i perns domni 
Silvestri pape sancto Retro de pfibiico 

VOL. IV. 


nostro dona conferimus, ut habeat 
magistcr, quid principi nostro Retro a 
parte sui discipuli offerat.” 

s Thietmar, 1 Chronicon,’ ii. 18 : 
“ Romanorum prepotens imperator 
augustus valentiorem sibi in Christo 
domnum apostolicum, nomine Bene* 
dictum, quoin nullus • absque Deo 
iadicare potuit, iniuste, ut spero, acou- 
satum, deponi oonsensit, et, quod 
utinam non feoissot, exilio ad Ham- 
znabure religari precopit, ut poet 
Jucidius indicabo.” 

B 
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Gregory VI. was deposed at the Council held in . the 
presence of Henry III. at Sutri in December 1046, and 
that Sludger, the Bishop of Bamberg, was elected to the 
Papacy as Clement II. 1 

It need not be doubted that the action of Henry III. was 
well intended, and indeed it succeeded in producing a reforma- 
tion of the conditions and character of the Papacy which had 
permanent effects. * The question of the propriety of the 
methods used is another matter. 

Clement II. died in 1047, while Gregory VI. was still alive. 
Among the most highly respected bishops of the Empire was 
Wazo, Bishoj) of Lifcge, of whom we shall have more to say 
later. Henry III. asked his advice about the appointment 
of a successor to Clement ; but Wazo, as reported by his 
biographer, replied with great courtesy but with great firm- 
ness, warning Henry III. against proceeding to any appoint- 
ment while the legitimate occupant of the Holy See was 
still alive, and urging that it was the clear doctrine of the 
holy fathers that no one could judge the Supreme Pontiff but 
God Himself.® It appears that Wazo’s reply did not reach 
Henry III. till after Poppo of Brixen had been appointed 
Pope as Damasus IL, but his judgment is very significant. 

1 For a full discussion of the circum- 
stances, compare R. L. Poole’s paper 
on Benedict IX. and Gregory VI. in 
the 1 Proceedings of the British Aca- 
demy.' vol. viii. 

* Anaelmi, ‘ Gesta Episcoporum Leo- 
diensium,’ 66 ; M. G. H. ; S. S., vol. 7 : 

, “ In quibus diligenter revolutis nichil 
aliud quam summum pontificem, cu- 
iuacunque vitae fuont, summo honors 
haberi, eum a nemine umquam iudi- 
oari oportere, immo nullius inferioris 
gradus accuaationem ad versus supori- 
orem recipi debere, invenire potuit ; 
et quoniam condiotum orat, banc 
elect ionem apbstolici pontificis in natale 
dominico futuram, audacissimus pulse 
veritatis assert or responsalem suum 
illo transmisit, et ingrata imperatori 
inter alia confidenter deferri iuaait 
mandamina, quae fuere huiusmodi. 


“Recogitot,” inquit, “ serenitas 
vestra. ne forte summi pontificis sedes 
depositi a quibus non oportuit ipsi 
divinitus Bit reservata, cum is quern 
vice eius ordinari iussistis defunctus, 
cessisse vidoatur eidem adhuc super - 
stiti. Quocirca quandoquidem nostram 
super his flagitare placuit sententiam, 
. . . desinat sublimitas vestra aliquem 
in oius locum qui supdifev^est velle 
substituere, quia nec divtrBtf' nec 
humanas leges certum est conoedere 
hoc, astipulantibus ubique sanctorum 
patrum tarn dictis quam scriptis, sum- 
mum pontificem a nemine nisi a solo 
Deo diiudicari debere. Testor Deum 
et quod ego indignus saeerdos vobis 
inravi tacramentum, super hoc negotio 
nihil bac sententia verius, nichil pree- 
stantius a me excogitari vel inveuiri 
posse." 
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What Wazo expresses firmly but in cautious and moderate 
language was expressed much more roughly in an apparently 
contemporary work of a French Churchman. He denounces 
the emperor as most wicked, and challenges him to consider 
how contrary was his action in venturing to sit in judgment 
upon an ecclesiastic to the example of former emperors and 
kings. He even suggests that Henry III. was not fit to judge 
even laymen on account of what he calls his incestuous 
marriage with Agnes of Poitou, who was his kinswoman. He 
maintains that as the layman confesses to the priest, the priest 
to the bishop, and the bishop to the Pope, so the Pope con- 
fesses to God only, to God who had reserved him to His own 
judgment. The emperor, ho exclaims indignantly, does not 
hold the place of Christ, but rather of the devil, when he uses 
the sword and sheds blood . 1 It is also significant that he 
protests against the election of the Pope as having been carried 
out without the counsel and consent of the French bishops, 
and contends that as they had no share in the election, they 
were not bound to render obedience . 8 

1 M. G. H., ‘ Lib. do Lite,’ vol. i. Ubi onim invoniuntur imperatorea 
pp. 12-14, ‘ De Ordinando Pontifice ' : locum Christi obt inore ? Si verius liooat 
“ Siloat ergo, sileat vauiloquium nos- nobis dioero, potius offitio diaboli sur- 
trum, veuiat imperator illo nequissi- guntur in gladio et sanguine, ut, dum 
mus, ad iudicium introducantur testes per penitentiam eruantur vitia spiritual! 
ex ordine suo, qui eum convincant, in rosecatione, ipsi insaniant vel in cede 
suoerdotem eum non debuisse mittere vel in membrorum camali obtrunoa- 
mamum. Die, religiosissime imperator tione ; quod secundum gratiam apud 
Constantine, qui beato pap® Silvestro Deum omnino est abhominabile.” 

oboedisti 1 M. G. H., ‘ Lib. de Lite,’ vol. i. 

p. 1 1 : “ Quod cum ita sit in mino- 

Sed imperator, unde loquimur, infamis ribus, fiat una provincia in spatio 
erat, utpote qui inoestuose cognatam eceleBi® totius orbis, ut vol prscsontia 
suam s^V^nulierem copulaverat. In vel consensu omnes opiscopi oonveni- 
quo etiam neo laicum diiudioare ant in ordinationem summi pontificis. 

poterat Alioquin legitima non sit. Si enim 

. . . . . . . . ordinationi consonserint, de electione 

Cui erat confessionem reddere, cuius contentio non erit, quia per id quod 
erat exigere 1 Quo loco, quo ordine ! sequitur id quod prius est aliquando 
In (ecclesia populus saeerdoti, sacerdos solet intelligi. Hunc autem quis 
episcopo potest oonfiteri, episcopus ofdinavit f Episoopi Franciee neo in* 
wihubo et universali pontifiei, ille vitati sunt nec dedere consensum. Qui 
autem soli Deo, qui eum suo iuditio ergo secernuntur ab ordinations, ab- 
TeeervavVt. . . . ablvantur et a debito obedientiss.” 
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The attitude of Wazo and of the French writer ia very 
significant, and represents the same principle as that which, 
as we have seen, was expressed earlier in the century by 
Thietmar of Merseburg. We must, however, observe that the 
condemnation of Henry’s action does not seem to have been 
shared by important members of the reforming party in the 
Church. The most eminent Italian representative of reform 
was Peter Damian, and it is clear that he had the highest 
opinion of Henry HI. and of the services which he had ren- 
dered to the Church, especially in attacking the simoniacal 
practices which were already so prevalent in it. In a treatise 
written during the pontificate of Leo IX. he even says that it 
was specially due to his services in this respect, that the 
divine dispensation permitted that the Roman Church should 
be ordered according to his will, and that no one should be 
elected to the Apostolic See without his authority . 1 


* Peter Damian, * Liber GratisHi- 
mue,’ xxvii. ; 1 Lib. do Lite,’ i. p. 5tt : 
“ Quia enim nesriat usque ad huius 
Heinrici cAomontiawmi Tegis impotmm 
prasulatumque reveronda' memoriae 
dementis papse, istius etiam boa- 
tissimi Leonis apostolic'!, quo nuno 
videlicet preside sanrta so guber- 
nari gratulatur a-cclesia, per occiden- 
tals regua virus symoniacac lioreseos 
letiditer ebulisse, ita ut quod passim 
fiebat licenter admissum, utterin' anim- 
adversion! noquaquam ducoretur ob- 
noxium, ot quod orat fere omnibus 
"oonsentaneum, pro regula tenebatur, 
tamquam legali nanctiono dec re- 
turn f ” 

Id. id.,xxxviii. ; ib. p. 71 : “ Prieterea 
dum venerabilis papse gesta reeolunus, 
consequenter ratio suadet, ut ad consi- 
derandum quoque magni huius Henrici 
regia iaaigne j^recomu m animum trails - 
feramus. Post Deum siquidem ipse 
nos ex inBatiabilis ore draconis eripuit, 
ipse symoniacse hereseos ut revera mul- 
ticipis hydra omnia capita divinaj vir- 
tutis mucTone truncavit. Qui vide- 
licet ad Christ i gloriam non immerito 

potest diceie *. * Quotquot ante me 


venerunt furoe fuorunt et latronee.’ 
Nam usque ad sui tom pus imperii 
Barordotum falnitah inoxplobiles, ut 
ita iatear, Babilunico Beh prebebat im- 
pensos. At postquam hie auctore Deo 
paternum obtinuit prineipatum, dra- 
conteis mox fauribus offgxu picis iniecit 
et sic immonein bostiam quasi Dani- 
hel alter extinxit. . . . Usque ad 
huius nano tompus augusti cuncta 
cauonum decrota. qua- super huius- 
modi peste fuerant a putribus edita, 
do mult orum memoria longa iam vide- 
bnntur obliviono delota. Sod hie tan- 
quam olim insignis ill© Ioaios, mox ut 
librum logis Domini mQgerit, vesti- 
monta scidit, quia cond^Ktfcr aras 
submit, ydola abhominanda deiecit om- 
nesque priorum regum sacrileges super - 
stitiones overtit. Et quoniam ipse 
anteriorum prinoipum tenere regulam 
no! nit , ut setemi regia precepts eer- 
varet, hoe sibi non ingrata divina dis- 
pensatip contulit, quod plerisque de- 
cessoribus suis eatenus non concessit, 
ut videlicet ad eius nutum sancta 
Bomr.ua cecolesia nuno ordinetur, ac 
prater eius auctoritatem apostolic® 
sedi nemo prorsus eligat sacerdotem.” 
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Another of the most eminent reforming prelates of this 
period, Humbert, Cardinal of Silva Candida, in Mb treatise, 
‘Adversus Simoniacos,’ refers in the warmest terms to the 
great service Henry HI. had rendered to the Church by Ms 
action against simony. 1 * * * * * * And, it should be observed, that 
even Gregory VH. refers in the highest terms to Henry HI., 
and speaks of him and his wife with great admiration. 8 

It is at least clear, from the consideratfbn of these divergent 
opinions, that even those who were most zealous for the refor- 
mation of the Church were by no means fully agreed in their 
judgment upon the action of Henry III. at Sutri. 

The question of the right of the emperor to some share in 
the appointment of the Popes was in some respects different. 
It does not appear that any one had so far seriously questioned 
the propriety of the emperor having some part in tMs, but 
the nature of that part was uncertain. We must now briefly 
consider the history of the question from the time of the 
Council of Sutri down to that of Pope Nicholas II. and his 
decree with regard to the method of papal elections. 

Henry IH. had received at Rome the title of “ Patricius,” 
and as some writers seem to suggest, tMs carried with it some 
special authority in the election of a Pope. 8 As we have seen, 
Clement SI. died in 1047, the year after Ms appointment, 
and Poppo of Brixen was appointed as Damasus II. by the 
emperor and his court in Germany, apparently before Wazo’s 
letter, deprecating any election wMle Gregory YI. was alive, 
had reached the emperor. When, however, Damasus II. 


1 Humbert, ‘ Adversus Simoni- 

acos ' ; H., * Lib. de Lite,’ i. p. 

200, l: “ Ut enim de prioribus 
sseculia reticeatur, adhuc retinet me- 
moria multorum hanc reciprocate 
venditionis rabiem gr asset am per Ger- 

maniam et Q albas totamque Italiam 
a tomporibua Ottonum usque august® 
et divsa memorise imperatorem Heinri- 
cum Chuonradi filium. Hi<^ diebus 
suis tarn a se quam ab ecclesiastic® 

imperii sibi crediti peraonis tantum 

aaorilegium removit eliquanjulum, 

quam via inataret multum et cuperet 

removers totum. In quo cordis aui 


optimo desiderio immature morte pne- 
ventua ad vite stern® regnum, ut 
creditur vel pro hao sola intentione 
velut pro oculi aui Bimplicitate eat 
tranalatua, cum ex multis quoque 
albs bonis extiterit laudatus.” 

* Gregory VII., Reg. iv. 3: “ Quibua 
non possunt noatra state ad imperii 
gubemacula inveniri aequales." 

* * Of. Bonizo, ‘ Lib. de Lite,' vol. i. 
p. 686, and Ann. Bom. M. G. H. ; 
S. S. v. p. 469, and Peter Damian, 
‘ Dieceptatio Synodalia.’ 51. G. H., 
‘ Lib. de Lite,’ i. p. 80. 
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died in the same year, it became evident that the question of 
the right method of electing the Pope had begun seriously to 
affect the minds of men. We have more than one account of 
the election of Bruno of Toul as Leo IX. The first of these, 
which is contained in the history of the Church of Rheims by 
Anselm, relates how, on the death of Pope Damasus II., the 
Romans announced this to Henry III., and asked that he 
should appoint another in his place. The emperor, having 
consulted the bishops and “optimates ” of the Empire, selected 
Bruno of Toul, a man distinguished for his character and learn- 
ing and a kinsman of his own. The “ insignia ” of the Apos- 
tolic dignity were adjudged to him, and he was sent to Rome 
“ad haec secundum ecclesiasticas sanctiones suscipiendas.” 
On his arrival there he was received with honour by the Roman 
people, and enthroned in the chair of St Peter as Leo IX . 1 

In the life of Leo IX., however, which was written by 
Wibert, who had been Archdeacon of Toul under him, we have 
a great deal of additional and highly significant detail. The 
author represents Leo as being elected in the presence of the 
Emperor Henry III. at Worms by a eouncil of the bishops 
and proceres. He demanded three days’ time for considera- 
tion, and spent them in fasting and prayer, and then declared 
his readiness to accept the office, but only on the condition that 
he should be assured of the consent of the whole clergy and 
people of Rome. He drew near to Rome walking on bare 
feet, and when he reached the city he announced the imperial 
election, hut demanded that they should declare their will, 

1 Anselm, Monk of Rhrims, * HiB- 
toria dedioationis Ecclesic S. Renigii,’ 

I ; Migne, I*. L., vol. 142 : “ Defuncto 
siquidem papa Damaso. . . . Romani, 
legatione de ejus obitu ad iraperatorem 
Henricum directa, petierunt ut ecclo- 
si® pas tore viduatsc ab eo subrogaretur 
alius. Qui super boo negotio episoopo- 
rum et optimatsun imperii sui qunerens 
consilium, invenit inter ceeteros dom* 
num Brunonem Tullensem prtesulom ad 
idem officium subeundum esse idoneum, 
utpote qui setatis maturitate, mor- 
umque et sclent® claritudine vide- 


batur conspicuus, sibique sanguinis 
affinitate proximus. Undo apostolic® 
dignitatis oi adjudicata Abte^mBignia, 
juesusque ab Augusto ut ad ha® 
secundum ecclesiasticas sanctiones sus- 
cipienda Romans inviserot mcenia. . . . 


Quo perveniens, cum favore totius 
populi honorabiliter exoipitur apostoli- 
cteque dignitatis infulis insignitur, in 
hypapanfi Domini in cathedra beati 
Petri inthronizatur, et Leo papa, 

Romano more nuncupatur.” 

% 



CHAP, n.] 


ELECTIONS TO THE PAPACY. 


23 


whatever it might be, protesting that according to the cano ns 
the election of the clergy and people must precede all other 
authority, and assured them that he would gladly return to his 
home if they were not pleased to elect him. It was only when 
he saw that they unanimously acclaimed him that he finally con- 
sented to be enthroned. 1 We must, perhaps, allow for the possi- 
bility that the narrative may be, to some extent, coloured by the 
principles of the writer, but even when make allowance for 
this it remains very significant. It does not seem to have been 
denied that the emperor should have some voice in the appoint- 
ment of the Pope, but he couM not neglect or override the rights 
of the clergy and people of Home as the primary electing body. 

The appointment in 3054 of the successor of Leo IX., 
Gebhardt, Bishop of Eichstadt (Victor II.), is described in 
somewhat different terms by different authorities, but it seems 
clear that the election was made by the emperor himself, with 
the advice of his bishops and court, and with the consent of 
the representatives of the Boman Church. 2 


1 Loo IX., * Vila,’ ii. 2 ; Migno, P. L., 
vol. 143 : “ Interea apud Wangionum 
urbem ante presentiam gloriosi Henrici 
secundi (III) Romanorum August) fit 
pontificum roliquorumque proconun 
non modicu* convent uh. . , , Et re- 
pent®, illo nihil tale auapicante, ad onus 
apostolici honoris suscipiendum eligitur 
a cunctia. Quod onus humilitato com- 

monento diutissime refugions, dum 
magis ac magis cogitur, triduanum 
consulondi depoacit gpatium, in quo 
jejuniis vacana et orationibus, omnino 
eine cibo potuque permansit. . . . 
Videns erj^StiulU modo se posse efiugore 
imperiale praeceptum et commune 
omnium desiderium, coact us suscepit 
injunctum ofScium , prassentibus legatis 
Romanorum, ea conditione, si audiret 
totius cleri ac Romani populi com- 
munem esse sine dubio consensus). 
. . . Omnipotentis igitur roboratus so- 
lamine, Romam appropinquitf cui tota 
urbs cum hymnidico conoentu obviam 
ire parat; sed ipse pedes longinquo 
itinere nudis plantis incedit, et magis 


ad mentis dovotionom quam ad laudum 
delect ionem animum infloctit. . . . 
lmperialom de se eloctionem in tam 
laborioso officio brevi Bermunoulo pro- 
mulgat, eorum voluntatem, qualis- 
cumque orga bo sit, pandere cxpostulat ; 
dicit electionem cleri et populi canoni- 
cali auctoritate aliorum dispositionem 
prscire ; affirmat so gratanti animo in 
patriam rediturum, nisi fiat electio eiua 
communi omnium laude; ostendit se 
coactum ad tarn grande onus suscipi- 
endum venisse. C'umque videret un- 
animom omnium acelamationem, ad 
correctionem vitas coeptom re petit 
exhortationem, suppler ounctorum ex- 
petit orationem atque absolutionem. 

Itaque, divina favente gratia, cunc- 
tis applaudentibus, consecratur, ae Do- 
minica) quadragosimalis initio, pridie 
Idus Februarii, apos^slicas cathedrae 
jnthronizatur." 

‘ ‘ Annales Romani,’ a. 1054 ; Ber- 
thold, * Annales,’ a. 1054 ; ‘ Annales 
Haserensis,' a. 1054. 
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There is no trace of any consultation of the imperial court 
in relation to the election of Stephen IX. (1057), but on his 
death in the following year the aristocratic factions in Borne 
endeavoured to reassert themselves, and procured the election 
of the Bishop of Velletri as Benedict X. The cardinals, how- 
ever, refused to recognise him, and with the sanction of the 
imperial court proceeded to elect Nicholas II. at Siena. It 
was no doubt this attempt of the Boman factions which led 
Nicholas II. to promulgate his famous decree for the regulation 
of the method of papal elections in April 1059. The most 
important provisions of this are — the primary place given to 
the cardinal bishops and the other cardinals in the election ; 
the permission in case of necessity to proceed to the election 
of a Pope outside of Bonn*, who should exercise the full 
authority of the Papal See, even if he could not at once be 
enthroned in Borne ; and, finally, the recognition of the 
relation of Henry and his successors to the election. The 
phrases are vague, but certainly seem to imply that in normal 
circumstances they were to have a legitimate place in the 
process of the appointment of a Pope. 1 


1 M. Q. 11.. Log uni, Soct. IV., Const, 
vol. i. 382: “3. Ut obeunte bums 
Romanes universalis ecelesif pontifico, 
imprimis cardinales epiacopi diligentis- 
aiina simul considerations traotantes, 
max sibi clericos cardinales adhilionnt j 
■deque reliquus olerus et populus ad 
consensual novse electionis accedant. 
4. Ut nimirum ne vcnolitatis morbus 
qualibet occasion© subrejmt— veligiosi 
vtri produce* sint in promovendi 
pontifiois elections, reliqui autem so- 
quaoeo. ... 6. Salvo debito lionore et 
reverentia dilecti Alii nostri Henrici, 
qui inprscsentiarum rex liabetur et fu- 
turus imperator Deo eoneedente sper- 
stur, eiout iam sibi eoneessimus, et 
Buceeesoreg illiu^ qui ab hoc apostolica 
sedc personaliter hoc ius impetra-, 
verint. 7. Quodsi pravorum atque 


iniquorum hominum ita pervorsitas in 
valucrit, ut pura srnecra, utque gra- 
tuita eloctio fieri in tub* non posset, 
cardinales episcopi, cum religiosiH 
clericis catholieisque laiciB, licet paucis, 
ius potestatis obtineant eligere apos- 
toliea 1 sedis pontificem, ubi congru- 
oiitiun iudicavonnt. 8. Plane post- 
quam elcctio fuecrit facta, si bellica 
tempestas vel quaUbCumquo hominum 
conatus malignitalis studio restitent, 
ut is qui olectus est in ajftMii^^oa sede 
iuxta consuetudinem intronizari non 
valeat, electus tamen sicut papa auo- 
toritatem obtinoat regendi sanotam 
Romanam ecclesiam et disponendi 
omnes facultates illius, quod beatus 
Gregorius ante consecrationem euam 
feeisse cognoscimus." 

* 



CHAPTER III. 

THE APPOINTMENT OF BISHOPS TO 1075. 

In the first volume of this work we have endeavoured to 
point out briefly the principles which were generally recog- 
nised in the ninth century as governing the appointment of 
bishops in the Carolingian Empire. We have Btated our 
own conclusion that it was held that a proper appointment 
normally included a number of different elements — the 
election by the clergy and people of the diocese, the approval 
of the comprovincial bishops and the metropolitan, and the 
consent of the prince, and that it was generally recognised 
that no one of these elements should be neglected. 1 No 
doubt the practice of the time was often a little uncertain, 
but the principles acknowledged were clear, and there was no 
serious dispute about them. We have now to consider briefly 
the history of the question until the time, i.e. 1075, when 
the great dispute about episcopal appointments broke out 
between the Papacy and the Empire. It is indeed necessary 
to consider this with some care if we are to understand the 
real natup* of that great conflict and to do justice to the 
various points of view represented in it, and if we are to 
escape from that vicious and unhistorical conception which 
regards that great conflict as representing either mere ecclesi- 
astical aggression or mere secular tyranny. 

It seems to us quite clear that until the beginning of the 
great conflict the principles represented in the literature of the 
ninth century continued to be accepted, and that in theory at 

> Cf. lot i. pp. 267-270. 
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least it would have been recognised that the election of the 
clergy and people, the consent of the comprovincial bishops 
and the metropolitan, and the approval of the prince, were all 
normally elements in the legitimate appointment of a bishop. 
We must examine the evidence in some little detail. 

In a treatise of Atto, who became Bishop of Vercelli in the 
year 945 and died in 961, we find the conditions of an 
episcopal appointment set out with great clearness. The 
clergy and people, according to the canons, must have the 
free and unimpeded right of electing the person whom they 
think best. The person who is thus elected must then be 
carefully examined by the metropolitan and the other bishops 
of the province, and if they find him guilty of some grave 
fault they are to refuse to consecrate. If, however, they find 
him worthy of the office, then after due notice to the prince 
of the territory in which the diocese is situated, and with his 
consent, he is to be consecrated. 1 

The same principles are stated in what seems to be a 
formula for election contained in a work of Odoramnus, a 
monk of St Peter at Sens, which belongs to the first half of 
the eleventh century. The Church of Sens proclaims the 
appointment of a bishop, with the consent and will of the 
King of the Franks, the comprovincial bishopH, the great men, 
the abbots and clergy, and the faithful of both sexes. 2 

In these passages we have what seems to us to have been the 


1 Atto of Veroelli, * Do Pressures 
Ecclesiasticis,' ii. ; Migne, P. L., 
vol. 137 (p. 87) : “ In electione tero 
pontificum sanctorum in omnibus 
oanonum ordo servetur, nullum clerus 
vel populua praeiudicium patiatur ; 
sod libera sit eis absque alicujus 
controveraia faoultus tranquille quem 
melius previderint eligendi. Elect us 
quoque tarn a metropolitano, quarn 
a c ceteris oomprovincialibus ©piscopia 

diligentiaaime examinandus erit. Quod 
ai quia contra eum juste aliqua potent 
obiicere, licentiam habeant in omnibus 
tune ventilare, quem si convincere 
potent de culpa, a benedictionis 


removeantur gratia. Si vero dignus 
inventus fuorit, tunc cum consensu 
et notitia principle ad oujus ditionem 
eadom parochia pertinere videtur, sol- 
emniter et devotissime SStasecretur.” 

2 Odoramnus, ‘ Opusculum,’ viii. ; 
Migne, P. L., vol. 142 : “ Cuius vigore 
nobiliter pollens sancta Senonensis 
mater ecclesia ... ad prsssens una 
cum consensu et volentate illius re- 
gis inclyti Franoorum, conprovincieli- 
umque episcoporum et prooerum 
abbatfamque et clerioorum, nee non 
utriusque sezus fldelium, proclamat 
sibi domnum ilium fieri pontificem 
summum.” 
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normal judgment of the times upon the proper conditions 
of the appointment of a bishop. It is true, however, that the 
discussion of these questions usually arose under the terms 
of a more or less controversial assertion of the importance 
of this or that element in the appointment. This has indeed 
been the source of a certain confusion in the discussion of the 
subject, for to the unwary or hasty student, such references 
might often seem to assert the necessity of'one element to the 
exclusion of others. We must, therefore, approach the con- 
sideration of the subject with caution. 

In the first place, we may consider some passages which 
assert the principle of election by the clergy and people as 
normal or necessary. In a work of Abbo, Abbot of 
Fleury, in the latter part of the tenth century, to which 
reference has frequently been made in vol. iii., we have a 
very comprehensive affirmation of the election principle in 
Church and State. There are, he says, three “ generales ” 
elections known to him : that of the king or emperor, by the 
agreement of the whole kingdom ; that of the bishop, by the 
unanimous agreement of the citizens and clergy ; and that of the 
abbot, by the wiser judgment of the monastic congregation. 1 

Alongside of this, we may put some more specific references 
to the question made by Fulbert, who was Bishop of Chartres 
from 1006 to 1028. In one of his letters he emphatically 
refused to take part in the consecration of a certain Theo- 
dosius as bishop, on the ground that the prince had no right 
to thrust a person on the diocese in such a way that neither 
the clergy nor the people nor the other bishops could exercise 
a free choice.® That Fulbert did not, however, intend to 


1 Abbo, Abbot of Fleury, ‘ Collectio 
Canonum,’ iv. ; Migne, P. L., vol. 139 : 
“ Tree namque electiones generates 
novimua, quorum una eat regia vel 
imperatoris, altera pontifleia, tertia 
abbatia. Et primam quidem facit 
concordia totius regni ; secundan? vero 
unanimitaa oivium et cleri ; tertiam 
saniua consilium ooenobialis congrega- 
tions.” * 


* Fulbert of Chart roa, * Ep.,’ xxvi. ; 
Migne, P. L., vol 141: "Nam cum 
ait electio uniua de pluribus nwnimn 
oomplaciti secundum liberam arbitrii 
voluntatem acceptio, quomodo electio 
recte dici possit, ubi sic a principe 
mu™ obtruditur, ut nec clero, nec 
populo, neo ipsis g ummis saoerdoti- 
bua ad alium deflectere ooncedatur. 
De violentia huiuamodi Constantinua 
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deny that the prince had his proper place in determ in in g the 
appointment to a bishopric seems evident from another letter. 
This is addressed to a certain Avisgandus, who had resigned 
his bishopric, and after the appointment of his successor 
wished to return to it. Fulbert points out that he has no 
right to do this, seeing that his successor had been appointed 
after the election of the clergy, the vote of the people, the 
grant of the king, Imd the approval of the Roman Pontiff, by 
the metropolitan, the Archbishop of Sens. 1 

Later, in the eleventh century, we find the principle of the 
need of the election by the clergy and people very strongly 
affirmed and enforced by the reforming school in Church and 
State. At the Council which was held by Leo IX. at Rheims 
in 1049, a canon was promulgated, that no one should be 
advanced to rule in the Church without the election of the 
clergy and people. At the Council held at Maintz by him 
in the same year, two claimants appeared for the arch- 
bishopric of Besan^on, Berthold, who claimed that he had 
received the investiture from Rudolph, the King of Burgundy, 
and had been consecrated by the bishops of the province ; and 
Hugh, who protested that Berthold had not been elected or 
received by the clergy and people, but had purchased his ap- 
pointment from the king with money, while he himself had been 
elected by the clergy and the people. The Council, after con- 
sidering the canonical rules, decided that Berthold, inasmuch as 
he had not been elected by the sons of the Church, and had not 
been received by them as their pastor, but had always been 
repudiated, neither could nor ought to have been imposed 
upon an unwilling people ; while Hugh, who had been demanded 
and elected by the clergy and people as their arch'ffitshop, and 
had held the see for so long a time without reproach, should 


Augustus talem contra se et oontra 
alios prinoipea sententiam dedit : 
‘ Quseoumqut, 1 inquit, 'oontra leges 
fuerint a prinoipibus obtenta, non 
valeant.’ Et Rhegiense concilium : 
‘ Sed neo ills,’ inquit, ' deinoeps epis- 
oopus erit, quern neo olerus neo populus 
propria oivitatis elegerit.' ” 


Ct. ‘Ep.,’ 136-138. 

1 Id., ‘ Ep.,’ xxzv. : “ Quod si ita eat, 
et sio tibi consequenter substitutus 
est Franco, eligente olero, suSragante 
populb, dono regia, approbations Ro- 
mani pontifiois, per raanum metro- 
politan] Senonensis.” 
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occupy it in peace, for he was the true shepherd who had 
entered by the door, and he who came in otherwise was 
a thief and a robber . 1 It is noticeable that the decree of the 
Council was not based upon the charge of simony, which Hugh 
had brought against Berthold, which may not have been 
substantiated, but on the ground that the rights of the clergy 
and people in election had been overriden. And it is further 
noteworthy that, as we have mentioned in a previous chapter, 
the Emperor Henry III. was present at the Council, and that 
it is specially mentioned that he gave his approval to the 
decision . 2 

If in these passages we find the clear assertion of the 
principle that the bishop must be elected by the clergy 
and people of the diocese, we can also find in the literature 
of the tenth and eleventh centuries many passages which might 
be interpreted as implying that the secular ruler, whether 
king or emperor, really possessed an unlimited power in 
makin g ecclesiastical appointments. In the life of St Udalric, 
which was probably written in the last years of the tenth 
century, it is in one place said that he asked the emperor 
that, after his own death, he should confer the bishopric which 
he occupied upon Adalbero his nephew, and that the emperor 
promised that he would do this . 3 We shall presently have to 


1 Anaelmus, Monchus S. Remigii 
Remenais, * Hiatoria Dad. Eccl. S. 
Reuigii,’ 10 : “ Ne quia sine eloctione 
cleri et populi ad regimen ecclesiaeti- 
cum provehetur.” 

Leo IX., ‘ Ep.,’ 22 ; Migne, P. L., 
vol. 143 : -Hftaque pari consensu et 
communi consult o, prolatis sanctorum 
canonum sententiis, docrevit snncta 
synodus eundem Bertaldum, a filiia 
Eccleeiee non elec turn, non recep- 
tum, non pro pastore habitum, sed 
semper repudiation, semper repul sum, 
invitis dan non potuiase neo debuisse, 
ideoque perpetua tacit umitafe ab 

huiusmodi querimonia debere oessare : 
Hugonem vero arohiepiseopum a clero 
et populo expetitum, electum, sldem 


tanto tempore tranquille possidentem, 
nulla umquam calumnia ab eodem 
Burtaldo inquietandum, perpetua pace 
debere eumdem opiscopatum possidere 
quia ille pastor osset qui per ostium 
intraret, qui vero aliunde fur et 
latro.” 

a See p. 5. 

* Vita S. Udalrici, xxi. ; Migne, P. L., 
vol. 136 : “ . . . ut post eius disces- 
sum cathedram episcopalis potestatis 
ei donaret. . . . Cujus petition! 

gloriosus et benevolus itnperator as. 
sobsiim preebens ssecularium negoti- 
orum commercia Adalberoni com- 
mendavit, et episcopalis honorem 
cathedrae post vitam episcopi, si Deus 
vellet, ei donare promisit.” 
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consider the passage in which the author of the life describes 
some of the actual circumstances of the appointment of St 
Udalric’s successor ; in the meanwhile it is important to 
observe the somewhat arbitrary manner in which the 
emperor is represented as acceding to this very irregular 
request. 

Again, it is noticeable that Batherius of Verona, while he 
vigorously maintains the greater dignity of the bishop as 
compared with that of the king, and urges that while kings 
are “ instituted ” by the bishops, they cannot ordain bishops, 
yet Bpeaks of kings as having power to elect or designate the 
bishop . 1 

Again, Bodolfus Glaber, while denouncing simony with great 
vigour, both in his own person and in an address which he 
represents Henry III. as making to the bishops of Gaul 
and Germany, seems to assume that kings have the right 
of appointing to sacred offices . 2 

It would be quite natural if the hasty student were to 
judge from such passages as these that at this time episcopal 
appointments were for the most part made by the secular 
rulers without any reference to the wishes of the clergy and 
people, or other ecclesiastical authorities. And yet, in truth, 
no such conclusion should be drawn, and the real nature of the 
situation is best understood when we observe that it is quite 
possible to find apparently inconsistent statements with regard 
to this question in the writings of some of the most eminent 
Churchmen of these times. 

In the correspondence of Gerbert, afterwards Pope Silvester 
II., we can find passages which might serve to defend almost 
any view of the proper method of appointmentNo Church 
offices. In what seems to be a drsEft of a letter to be written 


1 Ratharius of Verona, ‘ Prceloqui- 
orum,’ iv. 2 : “ Dixi, nisi failor, epis- 
oopoa a Deowolo, ut rages, at preestan- 
tius mul to quam rages, quia at rages 
ab episcopis institute, episcopi vero a 
regibus, etsi eligi vel decerni, non 
valent tamen ordinari, institutoe.” 

* Rodolfus Glaber, ‘ Historia,’ ii. 6 ; 


Migne, P. L., vol. 172: “Nam ipsi 
rages, qui saorte religionis idonearum 
deoretores personarum esse debuerant, 
munerum largitione corrupti, potio- 
rem qhempiam ad regimen Ecolesiarum 
vel animarum dijudioant, ilium vide- 
licet, a quo ampliora munera euscipere 
sperant.” 
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in the name of Adalbero, the Archbishop of Bheims, to the 
Empress Theophano, the widow of Otto II., she is asked, 
if there should be a vacant bishopric, not to confer it upon 
any one who is not recommended to her by the archbishop, 
and in particular to confer one upon Gerbert . 1 In another 
letter written in the name of the same archbishop, Adalbero 
appears as having permitted his nephew to accept a bishopric 
conferred on him by the king . 2 In andther letter again, 
written probably in the name of the Archbishop of Trier, 
he denounces the people of Verdun for their unwillingness 
to accept another Adalbero as their bishop when he had been 
appointed by the king, with the consent and approval of the 
bishops of the province . 8 Again, in a letter written in the 
name of Otto III., Otto is represented as saying that he had 
bestowed the Abbey of St Vincent, at Capua, upon a certain 
monk . 4 

If we were to judge from these passages alone, we should 
naturally come to the conclusion that Gerbert looked upon 


‘ Gorbert, ' Epistola-,’ 117: “Ex 
tanto ergo affoctu, tantoque amoro, a 
vestra munificent la prtegumimus petere, 
quod Bcimua per fidissimos nuntios olim 
nobia concOBBum ease, id oat si in 
regnorum confinio qusolibot ecclesia 
vacaret pastors, in ea non alium con- 
atituondum, nisi quern vestrse utiiitati 
omnimodis aptum aano juditio dele- 
gerimus. Et quia omnibus compro- 
vincialibua notum, Italia oxpulsum, 
sed in fide non ficta preestantem 
habemus abbatem Gerbert uxn, hunc 
eeclcBiu) praifie!, modie quibus poesu- 
mus, oramuB." 

• Id., * Ep.,’ 57 : “ Perfidiffi ac in- 
fidelitatia orimine in regia m maiesta- 
tem arguor detineri, eo quod nepotem 
meum, clerioum videlicet mete ecclesiee, 
licentia donaverim, quia et palatium 
adierit, et dono alterius regie episco- 
patum acceperit ejua regni, *quod 
senior Lotharius rex in proprium 
ius revooaverat, quodque gradus eccle- 
siastiooe ei postmodum contulerim 


absque licentia et auctoritate senioris 
moi.” 

* Id., ‘ Ep.,’ 79 : “ Quod remedium 
morbis tuis invoniemua, Verdunensium 
oxecrata civitas T Unitatem sanctre 
Dei BccleHiao scidisti. SanctisBimam 
societatem bumani generis abrupisti. 
Quid enim aliud egeris, cum pastorem 
tuum, voluntate haareditarii regis, 
consensu et favore conprovincialium 
episcoporum elactum, ao insuper epis- 
copali benedictione donatum, adhuo 
pertinax minime recognoscis, teque 
volut membrum mutilum ao deforme 
sine unitate corporis ex olea in ole- 
astrum inserere temptas T ” 

‘ Id., ‘Ep.,’ 214: “O. gratia Dei 
imperator auguatus, B. comiti salutem. 
Diversa regni negotia interdum cogun t 
nos indicere diversa imperia. Hinc eat 
quad abbatiam Banoti Vincentii Caputs 
sitam ob quarumdam rerum necesaitu- 
dinee nuper Ioanni monacho dona- 
verimus, Rotfrido abbate noo adjudi- 
oato, nec depoeito.” 
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the appointment to ecclesiastical office as belonging to the 
secular authorities, with some regard at most to the rightB 
of the comprovincial bishops. When, however, we examine 
his letters more completely, we find that at other times they 
represent quite a different attitude. In a letter written in 
the name of the abbots of the monasteries of Bheims to 
the monks of Fleury, he speaks with indignation and con- 
tempt of some ontf who claimed an abbey apparently in virtue 
simply of a royal appointment.. 1 Again, in the document an- 
nouncing the election of Arnulf to the archbishopric of 
Bheims in 989, the bishops of the province are represented 
as saying that they, with all the clergy, with the acclama- 
tion of the people, and with the consent, of the kings, elect 
him as their head. 2 In the letter of the same bishops announc- 
ing the election of Gerbert himself as Archbishop of BheimB, 
after Arnulf had been deposed by the Council of Verzy in 
991, there is a very interesting discussion of the true mean- 
ing of the requirement of election by the people. They say 
that they had elected Arnull undeT the influence oi the 
popular clamour, inasmuch as the Scripture said, “ The voice 
of the people is the voice of God,” and the canons required 
the desire and wishes of the clergy and people in the election 
of a bishop. They had not, they say, understood that it is 
not always true that the voice of the people is the voice of 
God, and that therefore it is not the wishes of all the clergy 
and people which are to be considered in the election of a 
bishop, but only those of the simple and uncorrupted. They 
quote the Fathers as saying that the election of a bishop must 
•not be made by a mob, but that it should be in the hands of the 
bishops, that they might prove him who was to be consecrated. 
They, therefore, the bishops of the province of Bheims, 


1 Id., * Ep.,’ 95 : “ Secern] te vos oves 

Christ], ab eo qui non est pastor, sed 
lupus oviuxa depopuiator. Pretendat 
sibi reges, duces, seculi principes, gjui 
se favore solummodo oonun moncho- 
rum prinoipem fecit. Noo erubuit se 
ingerere, qui ex humihtate debuerat 
refugere.” 


! Id., 155 : “ Nos qui dicimur epis- 
copi dioceseos Iiemorum metropolis, 
cum omni clero diversi ordinis, populo 
acclamante, ortodoxis regibus nostris 
consult ientibua, eligimus nobis in pne* 
sulem virum pietate press tan tem, fide 
insignem," Ac. 
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■with the favour and approval of the kings, Hugh and Robert, 
and the assent of those of the clergy and people, who are 
God’s, declare that they have elected the Abbot Gerbert as 
their archbishop . 1 

When we take account of all these passages, it is plain 
that Gerbert was well aware that the appointment of bishops 
and abbots was not a matter for the arbitrary decision of the 
secular power, but that the community of the diocese, whether 
clerical or lay, and the bishopB of the province, in the one 
case, and the community of the abbey in the other, had 
their just and legal rights. 

The correspondence of Gerbert may serve to illustrate the 
great need of caution in the interpretation of the occasional 
phrases of writers of the tenth and eleventh centuries, and the 
works of Peter Damian make it very clear that even in the 
third quarter of the eleventh century the most distinguished 
representative of the reforming party still recognised the com- 
plexity of the elements which constituted a legitimate and 
well-ordered ecclesiastical appointment. By this time the 
Church was alive to the need of dealing rigorously with 
simony — we shall discuss this question in detail a little 


1 Gerbert, ‘ Ep.,’ 179 : “ Ecoo enim 
post dissolutionem beats' memd) rise 
patris A. quondam ex rogio semine 
prodeuntem nobis sBCclesi®quo Remensi 
preefecimus, et clamore multitudinis 
inpulsi. Scripture dicente : ‘Vox 
papuli, vox Domini ’ et sanctorum 
canonum institutes, desiderium ac 
vota oleri ac populi in eleotione epis- 
copi perquirmtiuzn. Caiigavit acies 
mentis nostra litteram incauto se- 
quendo, concordem sententiam divin- 
arum soripturarum parum investigando. 
Non erat quippe vox Domini, vox 
populi clamantis : ‘ Crucifige, oruci- 

flge.’ Ergo non omnis vox populi, 
vox Domini est. Nec omnis deri et 
populi vota et desideria in elections 
episoopi perquirenda sunt, sed tantum 
eimplicis et ineorrupti, id est spe 
questus mini me illecti. Sententi® 

VOL. IV. 


patrum exponend® : * Non liceat, in- 
quit, turbis oloctionem faoere eorum 
qui ad sacerdotium provocantur, sed 
iudicium sit episcoporum, ut ipei eum 
qui ordinandus est probent, si in ser- 
mono, et in fldo, et in episcopali vita 
edoctus ost.’ Nos igitur episcopi Re- 
morum dioceseos, secundum has con- 
stitutiones patrum, favore et coniventia 
utriusque prineipia nostri domni 
Ugouis augusti, et excellentissimi 
regis Kotberti, asseusu quoque eorum 
qui Dei sunt in clero et populo, eli- 
gimus nobis archiepiscopum, abbatem 
Gerbertum, ®tato maturum, nature, 
prudentem, docibilem, agabilem, mis- 
eycordem.” I am indebted for the 
details with regard to tikis passage 
to the edition of Gerbert’s letters by 
M. Havet. 


0 
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later — and reforming Churchmen, like Peter Damian, were 
continually denouncing this vice, and advocating the most 
stringent measures for its suppression ; but this does not 
mean that they doubted or denied the propriety of the 
secular authorities taking their part in ecclesiastical ap- 
pointments. 

In one of Peter Damian’s smaller treatises, for instance, 
be attacks with grAat vigour the custom of appointing men 
to bishoprics because of the services whic h they had rendered 
in the administration of secular offices, as clerics of the 
royal or imperial chapels ; and he urges upon princes 
and all others who had the right of appointing to ecclesi- 
astical offices the duty of remembering that they must not 
use their authority in an arbitrary or capricious fashion. 1 
He warns them, that is, against the abuse of their authority ; 
he does not suggest that the authority itself is illegitimate. 
In another place, in a letter to the clergy and people of 
Faenza, he recognises indeed very explicitly their right 
to elect their bishop, and the place of the Pope in his 
appointment ; but he praises them that they had determined 
not to proceed to an election until the arrival of the King.® 
In a letter to Cadalous of Parma, who had been elected to the 
Papacy as Honorius II., in 1061, by a synod of German and 
Lombard bishops, in opposition to Alexander II., Peter in- 
veighs in somewhat unmeasured terms against his presump- 
tion in venturing to claim the Roman See without the will 


1 St Peter Damian, ‘ Opusculum ’ 
xxii. -4; Migue, P. L., vol. 143 : 
'* Prinoipibus quoque, ot quibuslibet 
ordinatoribus ocelesiarum uummopero 
cavendum 09 1, ne Haora loca, non 
considerate divino iudioio, sed pro 
arbitrio et ad libitum, prx-boant, no 
ad guam oonfusionem divines login 
ordinem, saqrorum canonum statuta 
eonlundant." # 

* Id., * Epistles,’ Bk. v. 10 ; Migno, 
P. L., vol. 144: "In quantum vero 
deprehendere possum us, unus spiritus 
fuit, qui et nostri cordis ingenioluni 


tetigit, et nanctam prudentiam ves- 
tram in id, quod inter vos pactum 
eat atque eonventum, mtaniroiter in- 
citavit : videlicet, ut non eligatis 
episcopum usque ad regis adventum. 
Qui scilicet et errorem tollat, et vos, 
atque Ecclesiam vestram, sedatis un- 
dique jurgiis, in quietis ao pacis 
tranquillitate componat. Unde et 
dominus noster papa rogandus eat, 
ut epiSoopum vobis modo non ingerat, 
sed EccJosiam vestram interim vacare, 
ot vos sub sum benediotionia umbraculo 
mam re deoernat.” 
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of the Boman Church ; not to speak of the Senate, the inferior 
clergy, and the people, he ought to have recognised the place 
of the Cardinal Bishops, who played the principal part in the 
election of the Boman Pontiff. The canonical authority decreed 
that even in the humblest church the clergy should have a free 
judgment about him who was to be set over them. Further 
on he sums up the principal elements in a just election to the 
See of Borne. The Cardinal Bishops, he* says, play the first 
part ; then comes the assent of clergy in general, and thirdly 
the approval of the people. Finally, the matter is to wait 
until the royal authority has been consulted, unless, as had 
been the case in the election of Alexander II., the circum- 
stances were of such a kind that it was dangerous to wait . 1 
The phrases of this letter seem clearly to refer to the 
new regulation of Pope Nicholas II. for papal elections, and 
we cite it here as illustrating the fact that Peter Damian 
recognised both the rights of the clergy and people in election 
to bishoprics, and also the right of the king or emperor to be 
consulted. 

Perhaps the best illustration of the principles of ecclesi- 
astical appointments during this period is to be found in 
the accounts of some elections which have been preserved. 
The first we shall notice is contained in that life of St Udalric, 


1 St Peter Damian, ‘ Ep.,’ Bk. i. 
20 : “ Cum itaque aacerdotium tuum 
tanta laboret infamia, quo pacto 
preesumpaiati, vel, ut mitiua loquar, 
aoquiescero potuisti, ignorante Romana 
eccleaia, Roraanum te episcopum eligi. 
Taoeamus interim de senatu, de infori- 
oris ordinia clero, de populo. Quid 
tibi de cardinalibus videtur epiacopia ? 
Qui videlicet et Romanum pontificem 
prinoipaliter eligunt, et quibuadam 
aliia prerogatives, non modo quorum- 
libet episcoporum, aed et patriarch- 
arum, atque primatum jura tranacen- 
dunt. . . . Et cum canonica Jecemat 
auctoritas, ut vel huzniiis cuiuscunque 
Eccleaia; clero liceat liberum de illo, 
qui sibi praferendua eat, Mabere 


iudicium ; qua tumoria audacia 
tu prscaumpaisti te violenter illia 
ingerere, qui prieter communem 
Eccleaiffi rogulam, super ipsos quoquo 
pontificoa authenticam prevalent pro- 
mulgore cenauram. . . , 


“ Nimirum cum electio ilia per 
episcoporum cardinalium Seri debeat 
principale judicium, sec undo loco jure 
pruabeat clerus aasensum, tertio popu- 
late favor attollat applausum : aicque 
suspendenda eat causa* usque dum 
regia; celsitudinis consulatur auctor- 
itas ; nisi, sicut nuper contigit, peri- 
culum for tassis immineat, quod ram 
quantocius accdlerare compellat.” 

Cf. Id., ‘ Disceptatio Synodal is.' 
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to which we have already referred. It tells us that after his 
death the envoys of the diocese were sent to the Emperor, 
carrying with them his pastoral staff. A certain Count 
Burchardt succeeded in intercepting them, and persuaded 
them that the Emperor had determined that his son should 
be the bishop. The envoys are said to have known that it 
was in their power either to elect him or not ; finally they 
did this, and then*proceeded on their way to the Court to 
obtain the Emperor’s confirmation for their election . 1 

With this may be compared the account given by Fulbert 
of Chartres of the circumstances attending the succession to 
the Abbey of St Peter. When the abbot was dying a certain 
Megenard went to Theobald, the Count (of Chartres), to ask 
for the abbacy. The Count sent him back to the monks, de- 
siring them to receive him as their abbot ; but they replied 
that no one could become abbot while the previous one 
was still alive, or except by the election of the brethren. 
When shortly afterwards the abbot died, the monks decided 
that they did not want Megenard as abbot, and determined 
to send representatives to the Count announcing his death, 
and asking for his permission to proceed to an election. 
Two of (he monks, however, went off privately to the 
Count, and represented to him that the brethren had elected 
Megenard ; and the Count, gratified with their compliance, 
immediately handed over the pastoral staff. The other monks 
were extremely indignant, and wrote to the Count denying 
that they had elected him. but he compelled them to receive 
him.* 

We have another interesting and detailed account of an 
election in the life of St Lietbert, Bishop of Cambrai. On 
the vacancy of the see he was elected to the bishopric by 
the clergy and people, and he and the representatives of the 
Church of Cambrai were then sent to the court of Henry III. 
to report to him the death of the last bishop and the election 
of Lietbert. Henry announced that he would with them elect 
Lietbert Bishop of Cambrai. The matter was then reported, 

1 * Vita S. Udalrici,’ xxviti. ; Migne, * Fulbert of Chartres, * Ep.,’ II. ; 
P. L. t vol. 135. Migrft, P. L. p vol. 141. 
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with the assent of the bishops of the province, to the Arch- 
bishop of Bheims, as metropolitan, in accordance with his legal 
rights, and he gave his approval. 1 

More important, however, than these narratives is the very 
detailed account of the circumstances attending the appoint- 
ment of Wazo as Bishop of Liisge. On the death of Bishop 
Nithard in 1041 he was, in spite of his reluctance, elected 
unanim ously. He protested that his election would be dis- 
pleasing to the King, and urged that they should wait to 
know his will ; but his objection was overruled, and he was 
elected and sent to Katisbon, where Henry III. then was. 
On Wazo’s arrival there the episcopal staff was handed over 
to the King with the letter of the Church of Lifege. On the 
following day the King considered the matter with the bishops 
and the princes of the palace. A number of them maintained 
that the election, having been held without the approval of 
the King, should be set aside, and urged that a bishop should 
be chosen from the clergy of the royal chapel, among whom 
Wazo had never served. The opinion of these persons might 
have prevailed if it had not been for the intervention of 
Hermann, Archbishop of Cologne, and of Bruno, BiBhop of 
Wurzburg, who finally persuaded Henry to accept the 
election of Wazo. 2 


1 ‘ Vita S. Lietberti,’ x . ; Mignc, 
P. L., vol. 146. Election by clergy 
and people. . . . 

xi. “ Bute voluntatis Hententiam rex 
eis apcruit, Liotbertum scilicet prmpOBi- 
turn so annul cum eia eligore Camero- 
censis Eocleeiac episcopum. . . . 

xvi. “ cui quoniam sui iuris id erat , de 
pracnominata per idonoas personas elec- 
tions suggeritur, sumque corroborati- 
onia auotoritas auppliciter imploratur ; 
episcoporum comprovincialium sub- 
jungitur epistolaris assensus, eleotique 
pontificia dies consecrationis requiritur 
ab omnibus. Audita Remisi^ mefcro- 
politanua tarn religiosa tamque celebri 
electione, consideratisque viri virtuti- 
bus. Dei munificentiam laudat et 
ipse.” * 


1 Anselmi, ‘ Gesta Episcoporum 
Loodionsium,’ 60 ; M. Q. H. ; S. 8., 
vol. 7; “ Ille (Wazo) e contra credi 
non potest qusntas morse Bum election! 
innectere, quanto annisu ne Caret 
studuerit insistere ; electionem rcgi 
displicituram parum valero, super hoc 
negotio mag is eius oxpectandum 
esse dicens arbitrium. Taliter reti- 
nentis et excusantie sententia non 
auditur, invitus unanimiter a cunotia 
eligitur, Radisbonam mittitur, ubi forte 
Henricus time rex, postea imperator, 
Boemiam cum exerciti aggnaasurus 
aderat. Virga episoopalis cum sooleeim 
nostros litteris prmsentatur, res agenda 
in crastinum differtur : poatera die a 
rege cum episcopis et reliquie palatii 
prinoipibus oonsulitur. Neo defuere 
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In these narratives we can probably recognise the normal 
conception and method of appointment during this period. 
The clergy and people of the diocese or abbey claimed the 
right of election, but the prince had to give his sanction. 
Wo should gather that the person whom the diocese had 
chosen was sent with the pastoral staff of the bishop to the 
king, and, if he approved the choice, he would invest him 
with this. If. however, the king was not satisfied with their 
election, he might not only refuse his consent, but might 
proceed to another appointment himself. The person thus 
appointed would then lx- sent to the metropolitan, for he 
and the bishops of the province had the right to be consulted 
before his consecration. 

It is well finally to notice that we can also see that in 
a number of eases in the tenth and eleventh centuries the 
Pope took an important part in the appointment of bishops. 
Pope John XIII. is spoken of as appointing an Archbishop 
of Salzburg on the election of the Bavarians, lay and 
clerical . 1 Pope Gregory V. is represented as confirming and 
corroborating the command of the Emperor, the judgment 
of the bishops, and the consent and acclamation of the clergy 
and notables of the diocese, and appointing a certain Amulf 
to the bishopric of Auxonne . 2 Clement II. confirms the 


ndulantium lingua’, qui oloctioncm 
sine regio favorc factam asseverar. 
ont cauwirn fore. Ex eapollaniH po- 
I'ius episoopuni const it uendum, W 117 . 0 - 
nem numqnam in rurte rcjrifi desu - 
dame, ut tatem promororetur honovem ; 
quod 'rero nefaw sit aliom episcopari, 
nisi quern roust itcrit m curie regia 
ovagari, ao non putius talent eligi 
oportere, qui informants euhicctione 
clous trails oba’dientia-, non tom prtc- 
esee quoin prod esse didiccrit. Qua 
sen tent ia adulatorum facile induct us 
iuvcnilis regi* animus, nescio qni'ra 
barliarum cervicitms nostris prtepaf- 
•bat inponere, cum ecce, inspirant o ut 
credimus Deo, ex Omni illo consiliari- 
orum ccetu soli Herimannus archi- 
episcopus et Bruno Wiroanburgensis 


opiscopus tam inutili sentontia- saniori 
ronsilio ausi sunt obviaro. Nee prius 
veritatis Rssertorcs Unique co-opera* 
tores abbistunt, donee vix tandem 
regia- maiestati pet icionem nostram 
compliant, et procorum animos in 
sentontinm suam trsiciunt.” 

1 Pope John Xill., * Ep.’ and Dec. 
III.; Migne, P. L., vol. 13C : “elec- 
tionc et pobtulatione omnium pens 
nobilium, Bawariorum scilicet clerico- 
rum et laicorum, sancta Komana mater 
Ecclesia, bus: auctoritatis privilegio 
Fridoricum virum venerabilem et 
cunctis Jaudabilem loco eiusdem Heroldi 
fieri esse que archiepiscqpum omnino 
decreverit.” 

* Gregory V., * Ep.,’ xviii. ; Migne, 
P. L* vol. 137 : “ Post ha-c omnia 
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election of an Archbishop of Salerno by the clergy, the people, 
and the prince . 1 Alexander II. gives his formal assent to the 
appointment of an Archbishop of Rouen by William the 
Conqueror ; 2 and, as we shall have occasion to consider 
later, the Papacy is said to have claimed, under the advice 
of Hildebrand, that no election to the archbishopric of 
Milan was valid without the papal consent . 3 What exactly 
was the rationale of the papal position in ecclesiastical 
elections we cannot here discuss, but it is important to 
observe these illustrations of it. 


peracta, domno hnperatore iuhonle, ct 
opiBCOpia Romanis, Longobardin, atquo 
Ultramontanis iudicantibuH, eonsonti- 
ente et acclamante Ermengaudo comito 
cum cloricis fit optimatibus qui do 
region© ilia ihi adorant, una cum 
Bonatu ct militia Romana Longobnrd- 
orum fit ultramontanorum, privilogio 
nostrap auctoritatis confirmando et 
corroborando Arnulfura prscnominatum 
episcopum in ordine pontificali Ec- 
clesite Ausonenms statuimuH atquo 
sublimavimus, annulumqiio ot virgam 
pastoralem oi dcdimus, ligandi solvcn- 
diquo potest at era vico apostolorum ct 
nostra ei concessimus, ot cpiscopatum 
prtpfatum una cum pra'copto domni 
Augusti cum omnibus suis pertinontiis 
. . . illi stabilivimus." 

1 Clement II., ‘ Ep.,’ vii. ; Migne, 
P. L., vol. 142 : “ Te vero, frator 

ohariasime quern unanimitas deri et 
populi Salernitans; ecclesise, una cum 
gloriosissimo principe Guaimario de 
Bede PeBtana accepit, et in suum 
pontifioem elegit, diligenter discuBsi- 
raus, ne ture ambitionis causa, et non 
maioris utilitatis necessitate electua 
fuisses, aut forte per simoniacam 
lucres im." 

* Alexander II., 1 Ep.,' 66 ; Migne, 
P. L., vol. 146 : “ Alexander . . . 
Ioanni Abricensium venerabtli epis- 


copo, snlutom et apostolicam bene- 
dictionom. DoHtituta Rothomagensis 
ecclesia pastore, comperimuB Sodun- 
ensis opiseopi et Lanfranci abbatis 
rolationo to ex elociione principis tui 
dilectissimi tilii nostri Guillelmi regia 
Anglorura, ob vita; et morum probita- 
tem, ad raaiorcm sodem promovendum, 
si ox auctoritate sodis opostolicic fuerit 
assonsus, cui Deo auctore pra-sidemus. 
Nos igitur moti illorum precibus, ob 
salutum illius Ecclesi® et omnium in 
tuis partibus, volumus atquo dilectioni 
turn apoKtoiica auctoritate prcccipimus 
ut quod divina diBpensatio de te pro- 
vidit non contradicae et election! te 
obudiontem oxhibeas.” 

5 Arnulfus, ‘ Gosta Archiepiscopo- 
rum Mediolanensium ’ ; M.G. II. ; S.S., 
iii. 21 : “ Vetus quippe fuit Italici 

rogni condictio perReverana usque in 
bodiernum, ut defunctis ecclesiarum 
prteaulibuB, rex provident suocessores 
Italicud, a clero et populo decibiliter 
invitatua. Hoc Romani canonicum esse 
negant, sed instantiia archidiaconus 
ille Hildeprandus ; qui cum abolito 
veteri novum temptarot inducere oon- 
stitutum, palam fatebatur, haud bocub 
sedari posse Mediolanense discidium, 
quam canonicum habendo pastorem, ad 

f uem eligendum necossarium dicebat 
lomanum fore consensum.” 
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CHAPTER IV. 

THE RELATIVE DIGNITY OF THE TEMPORAL AND 
SPIRITUAL POWERS. 

Enough has boon said to mako it oloar that, while probably 
every one in the tenth and eleventh centuries would have 
recognised certain general principles as determining the 
relative position of the two great authorities, the actual 
demarcation of the exact sphere of each authority was some- 
what uncertain and fluctuating. The secular authority had 
its ecclesiastical responsibilities, and the ecclesiastical its 
political, while in the direction and control of many ecclesi- 
astical matters the Christian people, the laity, had an un- 
determined but real place. It will be useful to notice a little 
further some of the conceptions of the time, which illustrate 
in an undeveloped form the questions round which the later 
conflicts turned, and the judgment of some great Churchmen 
on them. 

We can find phrases which assert very emphatically the 
superior dignity of the Spiritual as compared with the 
Temporal power. We have referred in the last volume 
frequently to that interesting but somewhat strange prelate 
of the tenth century, Ratherius of Verona. In his writings 
we find the confident expression of his conviction of the 
superiority of his office and position to that of the king. 
He had become Bishop of yerona through the influence of 
Hugh, the King of Italy, but quarrelling with him, was im- 
prisoned for a time in Pavia. In his treatise entitled ‘ Prselo- 
quiorum,’ he deals very frankly with 6he king, and admonishes 
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him to venerate the bishops, and to remember that they have 
been set over him, and not he over them, and he cites the 
story of Rufinus about Constantine, and his humility in 
presence of the bishops at the Council of Nice . 1 * * He claims 
that bishops could not be judged except by God Himself,* 
and that bishops were on a higher level than kings, for kings 
were created (instituti) by bishops, but bishops could not be 
ordained by kings . 8 

Again, in a treatise ascribed to Pope Silvester II. (Herbert), 
he urges bishops to remember that no dignity can be compared 
with theirs, that the crowns of kings are in comparison with 
the mitres of bishops as lead compared to gold, and that 
kings and princes bow their necks to the priest and reverence 
his decrees . 4 * * * 

We shall perhaps find the most significant and weighty 
assertion of this principle in some words attributed to that 
Wazo, Bishop of Liege, to whom we have already referred 
several times. His biographer relates how on one occasion, 


1 Ratheriua, ‘ rreeloquiorum,’ iii. 
4 ; Migne, P. L., vol. 136 : “ Tu potius 
time Deum, rego, imo populum tibi corn - 
missum, deprecare aanctoa, vonerare 
epiacopos ; noveria illos tibi, non 1 0 illis 
esae pradatos ; et, ut amplius dicazn, 
deos tibi a eummo et uno et singulari 
Doo, et angeloa ab ipso raagni consihi 
Angelo ease datoa. Quid ai mo putaa 
mentiri, anteceaaorem tuum interroga 
Conatantinum, interroga paalmum ip- 
sum, interroga Dominum. Voa, nit ille 
(Const antinus) jam fatua, nobis a Deo 
dati satis dii, et conveniens non eat, ut 
homo judioet deoa." 

* Id. id., iii. 9 : “ sed ut prater aliud 
etiam hoc agnoecas, episcopum. . . . 
A nullo penitua nisi ab ipao Omni- 

potente, si deliquerint, aliqua pceni- 
tentia oorrigi poaae vel debere. Quia 

enim judicem fudicare, angeluro^corri - 

gere, nisi iiie qui super angelos eat, 

audeat, nedum ligare ? 

10. Quod vero a n amine nisi ab ipso 

Deo poaaint judioari aut repreh^ndi, 


testatur Apostoluh quibuadam detrac- 
toribua.” 

' Id. id., iv. 2 : “ Dixi, niai fallor, 
opincopoR a Deo eolo, ut reges, et pr«B- 
stantius multo quam reges, quia et reges 
ab epiBcopie instituti, epiacopi vero a 
regibus, etai eligi vel decerni, non 
valent tamen ordinari inatitutoa.” 

* Sylvoster II., ‘ De Informatione 
Episcoporum ’ : “ Honor igitur, fratrea, 
et aublimitaa episcopalis nullia potest 
comparationibuH a'quari. Si regum 
comparea infulaa et principum diade- 
mata, longe ent inferior, quaai plurobi 
metallum ad auri fulgorem comparea ; 
quippe cum videaa regum colla et prin- 
cipum genibua aubmitti Haoerdotum, et 
esosoulatia eorum decretis, orationibua 
eorum credant ae communiri.” 

Cf. Adalbero, Ep. Laudl, ‘ Carmen,’ 
20* ; Migne, P. L., vol. 141 : “ Omne 
genus hominum preeoepto aubdidit 
illis Pnncepfl, exoipitur null us, cum 
didtur omne.” 
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when attending the court of the Emperor Henry III., he 
asked that he should be provided with a seat, for it was not 
seemly that one who had been anointed with the holy chrism 
should not receive due respect. The Emperor said that he 
also had received his authority with the anointing of the 
holy oil, but Wazo replied that this unction which he had 
received was very different from that of the priest, and greatly 
inferior, for it was the sign of the power of death, while that 
of the priest was the sign of the power of life . 1 

When, however, we have recognised how emphatic, even in 
those times, was the claim that the Spiritual power was superior 
in dignity to the Temporal, we must be careful to observe that 
this did not at all mean that the ecclesiastical person was not 
subject to the secular in secular matters. The greater clergy, 
that is the bishops and abbots of the greater monasteries, were 
by the end of the tenth century, in almost all cases, the 
vassals of the emperor or king, or of some great lord, and 
as such they owed them loyalty and were subject, with 
respect to their feudal tenure, to the jurisdiction of the 
feudal courts. 

We have cited above the words in which Gerbert, as Pope 
Silvester II., speaks of the dignity of the bishop as greater 
than that of the king ; but it is important to observe that the 
same Gerbert, when he was Abbot of Bobbio, speaks of himself 
as having onee indeed been free, but now as the servant of the 
Emperor . 2 Again, Wippo, in his life of the Emperor Conrad I., 
in relating the rising of the “ Valvassores ” in Lombardy 

"* Anselm, 'Gotta Episcop. Lcod.,’ ad v ivificandum ornati suimis j unde 
80 ; M. G. H. ; S. 8., vol. 7. quantum vita morte praestantior tan- 

“ Nam etsi Wazo rugis confertus ot turn nostra vpstra unctione sins dubio 
senio indignun est hnnorari, tamen est exeollentior.” 
suoerdotem et sarro chnsmate inunc- * Gerbert, * Epistolir,’ I : “ Domino 
turn dedecet inter pcpulares tom in* suo O. Cesari semper augusto, G. 
heneste fatigari. Ego voro, inquit, quondam liber. Dum regnorum pub- 
similiter eot.ro oleo data mihi prse lica perpendo negotia, aerenissimi do- 
esoteris imperandi potentate sum far- mini ^me\ antes ptopvua occupate 
uuetus. Alia inquiens est et longs expavesco. Loquatur dominus mens 
a saoerdotali diflerens vestra hero quam servo suo propriis epiatolis soli to more, 
asseritis unotio, quia per earn vos ut eiue servitutis fiat exhibitio.” 
ad mortificandum, nos auotore Deo Cl. Ep. 189, and Ha vet's notes. 
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against the greater feudal lords, mentions that he seized three 
of the Lombard bishops and sent them into exile. It gave, he 
says, great offence to many that the priests of Christ should 
be condemned without a trial, and he specially mentions that 
Henry, the son of Conrad (afterwards Henry III.), was much 
displeased with his father’s action. The bishops indeed would 
have had no claim to honour had they been deposed by a 
judicial sentence, but before such a judgment they were 
entitled to the reverence which is due to the priest . 1 The 
general disapproval of Conrad’s action against the bishops 
without regard to the proper judicial forms, only brings out 
more clearly the fact that it was recognised that the bishops 
were liable to the judgment of the proper courts for offences 
against the Emperor. 

This is brought out even more emphatically in the same 
life of Wazo of Li&gc which we have just cited. Wiger, the 
Archbishop of Itavenna, was accused of various ecclesiastical 
irregularities, and summoned to the court of the Emperor, and 
the matter was referred to the bishops. There was much 
hesitation among them, but Wazo declared that an Italian 
bishop could not be judged by a northern one. At last, when 
called upon by the Emperor in the name of his obedience to 
give his opinion on the whole matter, he replied that they, 
the bishops, owed obedience to the Pope and fidelity to the 
Emperor ; that they had to render account to the latter with 
regard to secular matters, but to the former with respect to 
spiritual ; if, therefore, the Archbishop of Kavenna had com- 
mitted an offence against the ecclesiastical order, the judg- 
ment on this belonged only to the Pope, but if he had acted 
negligently or unfaithfully in those secular matters which 


1 Wippo, ‘ Vita Chnonradi ’ (p. filium imperatoris, salva rovorentia 

1245) : “ Eodem anno m Italia trea patria, clam detestari pneaumptionem 

episcopi, Vercellensia, Cremonenaia, Ca'earia in archiepiacopum Mediolanen- 

PlacentinuB apud imperatorem occu- sem, atque in iatoa tree f et merito, 

aati sunt quoa impel ator compjeheu- qata Bicut poet iudicialem sententiam 
bob exaulari iecit. Qura tea dispiicuit depoaitionia nuliua honor exhibendus 

multis, aaeerdotea Chriati Bine iudicio eat, sic ante judicium magna reverentia 

damnari. Ref ere bant nobis quidam saeerdotibus debetur.” 

piiaaimum nostrum Heinricum re Jem, 
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had been entrusted to him by the Emperor, this without 
doubt should be dealt with by him . 1 

Wazo’s deter mina tion to maintain the autonomy of the 
spiritual authority within its own sphere is evident, but 
equally evident is his judgment that with regard to secular 
matters the bishops were subject to the judgment of the 
secular authority. 

It may perhaps serve to bring out most clearly the com- 
plexity of men’s conception of the character and relations of 
the Temporal and Spiritual powers if we again consider briefly 
the position of Peter Damian, to whom we have already 
referred several times. He was, as we have said, one of 
the most, convinced and energetic promoters of the reform 
of Ohureh order and discipline in the third quarter of the 
eleventh century, but died just before the great conflict 
between the Empire and the Papacy broke into open 
flame. 

It would be quite easy to bring forward passages from 
his writings which might, if taken alone, seem to show that 
his position was that of either the one or the other of the 
two great parties into which Europe was presently to be 
divided. As we have already seen, he recognised very clearly, 


* Anselmi, ' Goat a Episc. Leod.,’ 
68 ; M. O. H. ; 8 . 8., vol. 1 : “l^nde 
pro multis ineommlto ab ipao ibi- 
dem {testis et pro hac maxima quasi 
temoritate accuaatua, ad palatium evo- 
catur, alt imperatoro, quod oiuainodi 
prsSaumptionem admiserit, gray iter 
inaimulatur. Cumque tile id semper 
eiua asccleaite prosbiteris ex sanctorum 
patrum auctoritate houisse respond - 
isset, super his indicium episcoporum 
exquiritur. Respondent i bus quibus- 
dom ad vohintatem imperatoris, qui- 
bus dam vpivj hesitantibus, vomtur ad 
Waxonem episropum ; illo mult urn <ex- 
cusante It&licum episcopum nequaquam 
a ae oiaalpino debere iudicari, imperator 
iterum, ut ammonites per obeadientiam 
super hoc facto iudicii sen tent iam 


odioat, vohemcntor insist it. Ita cooc- 
tus, tandem quod super hiB sentiret 
aperuit : * Summo,’ inquiens, ‘ ponti- 
fici olxcdientiam, vobis autum debe- 
mus fidehtatur. Vobis de secularibus, 
illi rationem roddere debomus do hie 
qute ad divinum officium attinere vi- 
dentur, ideoque mea sententia quicquit 
is to contra a'cclesiast icum ordinem ad- 
miserit, id discutere pronuntio apos- 
tolici tantummodo interesse. Si quid 
autem in socularibus, quee a vobis illi 
credits sunt, negligonter sive infideliter 
gessit, procul dubio ad vestra refert 
exigeje.’ Consentientibus huic sen- 
tential cssteris episcopis, nullius iudino 
eo die episcopatum perdidisset, nisi 
ipse ultro imperatori redderet baculum 
cuzd snulo.” 
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in spite of his zeal for the reform of the methods of ecclesiastical 
appointments, the legitimate place of the secular authority in 
regard to them. In his letter to the people of Faenza he com- 
mends their determination not to proceed to the election of 
their bishop till the King (Henry III.) should arrive . 1 While 
warning the secular princes against the error of thinking that 
they have arbitrary rights of appointment, he seems clearly 
to recognise their rights . 2 Even with respect to appointments 
to the Papal See, he seems clearly to interpret the decree of 
Pope Nicholas II. as implying that the election was not to be 
reckoned as complete until it had been submitted to the royal 
authority . 3 And in his references to Henry III. he recog- 
nises, as we have seen, in the most unqualified terms the 
service which he had rendered to the Church in purging it 
from simony, and compares him to King Josiah, who, when he 
had found the Book of the Law, overthrew the altars and the 
abominable idols and superstitions of former kings, and says 
that it was because he refused to follow the corrupt example 
of his predecessors that, by the divine dispensation, it had 
come about that the Roman Church was now ordered accord- 
ing to his will, and that no one should be elected to the 
Roman See without his authority . 4 * 

If, however, from such passages as these we may justly 
infer that Peter Damian admitted the propriety of the in- 
tervention of the Temporal power in ecclesiastical affairs, we 
can also find in his writings phrases which express a very 
high sense of the superiority of the Spiritual power over the 
Temporal. In one place he describes the Pope as the King 
of Kings and Prince of Emperors, who excels all men in 
honour and dignity . 6 It is Peter Damian who apparently 
first used some words which were frequently cited in the later 
controversies. He speaks of Christ as having committed to 
St Peter “ beato vitae asteraae clavigero, terreni simul et 


1 See p. 34. 

* See p. 34. * 

* See p. 35. 

4 Bee p. 20. 

* Peter Damian, ‘ Opusc.,’ xxua 1 : 


“ quia quilibet imperator ad papas 
vestigia corruit, tanquam rex re gum, 
et prince pe imperatoruni, cunotos in 
came viventes, honore, ac digmtate 
prascellit.” 
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coelestis imperii iura ” ; and, in another place, as having 
committed to St Peter the laws of heaven and earth. 1 

These phrases have an important history, and were often 
interpreted as implying that the successor of St Peter had 
in some sense authority in temporal as well as spiritual 
matters and organisations. 2 What exactly Peter Damian may 
have himself meant by these words is exceedingly difficult to 
say : the contexts*in which they occur do not throw any light 
upon the interpretation. It seems to us, from an examina- 
tion of his whole works, extremely improbable that he meant 
to assert the supremacy of the Spiritual power over the 
Temporal in temporal matters, but certainly he did mean to 
assert the great superiority in dignity of the Spiritual power, 
and the principle that even the greatest men, kings and 
emperors, were subject to the spiritual authority of the 
Pope. 

Once at least his language suggests an ominous anticipation 
of the great conflicts which were soon to break out. In a letter 
addressed to Henry IV. he exhorts him to support the Church 
and the true Pope. Alexander II., against Cadalous of Parma, 
the anti-pope, who had been elected by a council of Lombard 
and German bishops in 1061 ; and he urges that Henry will 
be worthy of blame if he docs not do this, and that the king 
only deserves obedience when he obeys his Creator — if he 
disobeys the divine commands he may rightfully (lawfully) be 
deposed by his subjects. 3 

When, however, we have taken account of the various 
aspects of the conceptions of Peter Dainian, it remains quite 
clear that his normal judgment on the relation of the 


* Id., * Opuao.,’ \ . 0 : '• solus ipse 
fundavit. et super ]mtrant fidei inox 
nascent m erexit (Matthew x\j.), qm 
bento etemtr vitas clavtgoro terreni 
sirnul ot ecj’lestie imperii iurn com- 
misit." , 

The phrase is also in Fetor Damian's 
' Dieceptatio Synodal is,' M. G. H., 
Lit. de Lite. vol. i. p. 18. 

Id., ‘ Opuso.,' lvu. 3 : 


etiam noster, qui tamquam mitis 
agnus appant, mox ut Petro oceli 
torr toque iura oommisit.’ , 

* Cf. vol. ii. pp. 206-209. 

• Id., * Ep.,’ vii. 3, vol. 144 , col. 441 : 
“sed tuna deferendum est regi, cum 
rex Adtumperat conditori ; olioquin 
cum rex divinis resultat imperils, 
ipse quoque iure contemnitur a sub- 
jectin'* 


“ Salvator 
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Temporal and Spiritual powers is practically based upon what 
we have called the Gelasian tradition — that is, the conception 
set out in the fifth century by Pope Gelasius I., of the autonomy 
of each of the great powers within its own sphere. 1 .. We think 
that this is implied in a number of passages in his writings, 
and under terms which are interesting and important. 

In that same letter to Henry IV., from which we have 
just quoted, Peter Damian speaks of the tslose union which 
ought to exist between the royal and the priestly power, for 
each has need of the other. The priesthood is protected by 
the kingdom, and the kingdom by the sanctity of the priestly 
office. The king is girded with the sword to resiBt the 
enemies of the Church, while the priest gives himself to 
prayer that he may propitiate God to the king and people. 2 
In another place he very carefully distinguishes the functions 
of the two powers : the function of the priest is to abound 
in compassion, and to cherish the children with motherly 
love ; the function of the judge is to punish tho wicked, to 
deliver the innocent from their hands ; he must always re- 
member the words of the apostle : “ Wouldest thou have no 
fear of the power 1 Do that which is good, and thou shalt 
have praise of the same : for he is the minister of God 
to thee for good. But if thou doest that which is evil, 
be afraid ; for he bareth not the sword in vain.” There 
is a great difference between the sword of the prince and 
the inf ida of the priest. 3 

1 «. vol. i. pp. 190-193. 

* Id.. • Ep.,’ vii. 3, p. 440 : “ Utra- 
que proterea dignitas, et regalia scilicet, 
et sacordotalis, Bicut principolitor in 
Christo sibimet invicem singular! sacra- 
roenti veritate oonnectitur, sic in Chris- 
tiano populo mutuo quodam sibi f<edere 
copulatur. Utraque videlicet altemee 
invicem utilitatia est indiga, dum et 
aaoerdotium regni tuitions protegitur, 
et regnum sacerdotal is officii rfmeti- 
tate fulcitur. Rex enim preecingitur 
gladio, ut hostibus Ecolesise munituB 

occurrat. Saoerdos orationum vjeat 


excubiis, ut regi oum populo Deum 
placabilem reddat. Ille sub lance 
iuatitifB negotia dobet terrena dirimere ; 
iste fluonta coelostis eloquii debet 
sitientibus propinaro.” 

* Id., 1 Opus.,’ lvi. 1 : “ Non omnia 
membra Ecolesi® uno f ungun tur officio. 
Aliud nempe sacerdoti, aliud competit 
iudjci. Ille siquidom visceribus debet 
pietatis affluero, ot in maternas miseri- 
coriiffl gremio sub exuberantibus 
doctrine semper uberibus filios con- 
fovere. Istius autem officium est, ut 
re os puniat, et ex eorum manibua 
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animosity. We must, indeed, guard against a mistake into 
which the unwary may fall. The conflicts of the two 
powers were not continual from Hildebrand to Innocent III. : 
during many years in that period the relations of Emperor 
and Pope were friendly. It may, indeed, be urged that this 
was abnormal, and that normally during this time their rela- 
tions were hostile, # that no solution of the conflicting claims 
had been reached, and that these intervals of tranquillity were 
only like the periods of an armed truce in a great campaign. 
It would be premature to pronounce a definite judgment upon 
this view till we have examined our materials in detail : we 
must bear in mind that it is just this subjeet which we 
have to examine, and we must lay aside our preconceptions if 
we are to hope to do this with any success. 

The first aspect under which we must consider the great 
conflict is that which is generally known as the “ Investiture ” 
controversy, or to put it in broader and more correct terms, 
the question of the place of the secular authority in the appoint- 
ment to ecclesiastical offices. It is still difficult to be quite 
certain about all the circumstances which, in the third quarter 
of the eleventh century, caused this question, with apparent 
suddenness, to Income so important ; but it is possible now, at 
least, to trace and to recognise some of the facts, and some of 
the movements of feeling and opinion which lay behind this. 

It seems to us to be clear that this conflict, like other 
movements in the Church, arose out of a great spiritual 
revival. Behind the noise of ecclesiastical strife there lay the 
profound and far-reaching influence of the religious revival 
which had found its centre in the latter part of the tenth 
century in the Abbey of Cluny. It was not. indeed, that 
the secular authorities were in any way hostile to this 
reformation ; on the contrary, it is clear that some of the 
emperors, both of the Saxon and Franconian houses, were among 
its most qpergetic supporters ; and yet it is also true that the 
movement did ultimately raise questions which proved to be 
subversive and hard of solution. 

The two questions on which in the end the Cluniac reforma- 
tion brought the Spiritual and Temporal powers into collision 
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with each other were, first, the question of simony, and second, 
the question of the place of the greater clergy in the adminis- 
tration of political affairs. It is, indeed, true that some of 
the greatest emperors, like Henry III., did a great deal to 
assist the reforming Popes and bishops to suppress the venality 
of ecclesiastical appointments, but it was only some whose 
convictions were sufficiently strong to enable them to resist 
the financial temptation, vhe. question of the place of the 
greatefl^grgy in the political structure of the Empire and of 
other ^fenffitrics was probably even more difficult. The bishops 
and ahji&ts were the mainstay of the national and general 
•as distingpislied from the local and particular interests. The 
development of the hereditary principle in feudalism had in 
great measure broken up the administrative system of political 
society ; it was only in the twelfth and thirteenth centurieB 
that in England and France the national monarchy slowly 
built up a new administrative system powerful enough to 
counteract the disintegrating forces of feudalism. In the 
tenth and eleventh centuries the bishops and abbots, and the 
clergy of the royal and imperial chapels, represented the main 
elements on which the kings and emperors could construct a 
system of government, and it was a matter of imperative 
necessity that they should be men of administrative training 
upon whose personal loyalty they could depend. It was, 
I therefore, of the greatest importance that the secular authori- 
ties should posseslTa predominant influence in the selection of 
men far' ecclesiastical, office, and it was natural that they 
should generally find the men best suited fop 'this among 
tEoBe — who fiSd~seiyed their apprenticeship in the royal 
chapel. It was almost inevitable that in the long run 
the reforming party should come into conflict with the 
political authorities over this very point, for to the religious 
reformer it was above all things essential that the bishops 
and abbots should be men controlled by religioys. principles 
and devoted to the interests of the Church. The wiser and 
more religious-minded rulers, like Henry III. or William the 
C&ttqueror, would indeed recognise this, but the lesser men, the 
gjjfer e unscrupulous and short-sighted, would not do so. 
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We cannot here discuss the whole history of the growth 
of simoniacal practices in the mediaeval Church ; we must 
content ourselves with a brief account of the conditions as 
they appear in the literature of the eleventh century. 
Bodolfus Glaber gives in general terms a very gloomy account 
of the conditions as they had existed for some. time. Even 
the kings, he says, yho ought to have been careful to see that 
fit men were appointed to the government of the Church, 
rather deemed those to be the most suitable from whom they 
received the largest gifts . 1 In another place, he reports a 
speech addressed by the Emperor Ilenry III. to the bishops 
of Germany and “ Gaul ” on the same matter, and represents 
him as saying that he was well aware of the extent of the 
simoniacal practices, and that he acknowledged that his father 
(the Emperor Conrad the Salic) had been greatly guilty in 
the matter. He reports also that Henry proposed that it 
should be decreed for the whole Empire that no clerical rank 
or ecclesiastical office should be obtained for a price ; and 
that if any one dared either to give or to receive this he 
should be deprived of his office and anathematised ; and that 
for his part he promised that, as God had freely given him 
the imperial crown, he would freely give whatever pertained 
to religion . 2 

Humbert, Cardinal of Silva Candida, was one of those 
northern ecclesiastics of the reforming school whom Bruno 


1 Rodolfos Glaber, ‘ Historia,’ ii. 6 : 

“ Atque idoireo ista pnvrnisimus, 
quoni^m iamdudum, munonbus inept is 
exesoatis pone univerais prinoipibus, 
dessevit hsec postis longe latequo in 
Eooleaiarum quibusque prtelatis toto 
terrarum or be diSusis. . . . Et licet 
ad versus talium personam tn prooa- 
citatem multipliciter clamet sacrarum 
Soriptuxarum oanon, nunc tamen solito 
multiplicius tomperitur fieri in diversiR 
Eooleaiarum ordinibus. Nam ip«i regea, 
qui sacra? religionis idonearum dec re. 
tores personarum esse debuorant, 
munerum largitione corrupti, potiorem 
quempiam ad regimen Ecclesiamm vel 


animarum dijudicavit, ilium videlicet, 
a quo ampliora munera suscipere 
sperant." 

* Id. Id., v. 5: “Turn proposuit 
edictum omni imperio suo : ut nullus 
gradus clericorum vel ministerium 
eeolesiasticum pretio aljquo acquiretur, 
ac si quis dare aut accipere prsssumeret, 
omni honore destitutus, anathema to 
multsretur. Spopondit insuper pro- 
missum hujusmodi, dioens : ‘ Sieut 

enim jnihi Dominus coronam imperii 
sola miseratione sua gratis dedit, ita 
et ego quod ad religionem ipaius 
pertinet gratis impendam. Volo si 
placSt, ut et vos similiter faeiatis.” 
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of Toul brought with him to Italy when he became Pope as 
Leo IX., in 1048. In one place he says that, from the time 
of the Othos to that of Henry III., the vice of simony had 
prevailed in Germany, the “ Gauls,” and Italy. Henry HI. 
had indeed done something to remove it, and had desired 
to destroy it wholly, but had been cut off by a premature 
death. Humbert denounces with special vehemence the con- 
temporary King Henry I. of Prance, who liad so far persisted 
in this vice. 1 In another place he says that every one, 
from the highest to the lowest, was engaged in the traffic 
in ecclesiastical things ; that emperors, kings, princes, and 
all other secular authorities, who ought to defend the Church, 
forsook their own proper work that they might possess them- 
selves of the property of the Church. 2 Simony had indeed 
begun even in apostolic times, but had disappeared in the time of 
persecution ; it was with the restoration of peace to the Church, 
and the submission of the emperor to the authority of the priest, 
that it had revived, for the prosperity of the Church stimulated 
men’s cupidity. 3 He represents the matter as having gone 


1 Cardinal Humbert, 1 Adversus 
Simoniacoa,’ ‘ Lib. do Lite,' iii. 7, p. 

206 : “ Ut enim de prioribua aoiculis 
roticoatur, adliuc rot i net memoria 
multorum banc reciprocal® venditionis 
rabiozn graesatam per Germaniam et 

UalltaB totamque Italiam a tomporibus 
Ottonum usque august® et diva' me- 
moriae imperatorem Heinricum, Chuon- 
radi filium. Hie diebus suis tarn a se 
quam ab ecclesiastieis imperii sibi 
credit! peraonis tantum eacrilegium re- 
movit aliquantulum, quamvia instaret 
multum et cuperert removere totum. 
In quo cordis sui optimo deaiderio 
immatura morte prffiventus ad vitte 
astern® regnum, ut creditur, vel pro hac 
sola intentions velut pro oeuli sui sim- 
plicitate eat translatua, cum ez multia 
quoque aliis bonis extiterit laudatus. 
Cuius ayncronoa et joquivoota occi- 
dentalia Francis perditor et Dei 
tyrannua e contrario aiout filiua per- 
ditionis et antiohriatus Cbristo adver- 


aatur, cuiua gratiam impugnat et 
ezpugnaro non rnsaat in cunctia au® 
ditionia partibuB,” &c. 

9 Id. id., iii. 5, p. 204 ; “ A aummo 
cnim graduum eocleai® usque ad mini- 
mum omnea de eccleaiaaticia rebus sibi 
negotiari non praetermittunt. Imper- 
atorea quoque, rogos, principes, iudicee 
et quotquot aliquid in aseculo poasunt 
ante omnia iBtud exercent et qurerunt 
hoc, qui doberent reB ecclesiastioae 
ecclcsiastico iuri defendere gladio 
apirituali hoc, qui et materiali. 
. . . Nam relicto militari negotio, 
quo rempubiicam et patriam tueri 
debuerant ab extemia incursibua . . . 
omnera auom poteatatem, omnem ter- 
rorem, o nine ingenjum, omne atu- 
diuro ad expugnandum ft sibi penitus 
^endicandum res ecoleaiaatioas, quibua 
tut ores dati fuerant, transferunt.” 

* Id. id., ii. 3S, p. 183 : “ Verum iuec 
cretata ecclesiastic® dignitatis ambitio 
ab ipso tempore apostolorum usque ad 
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so far, and become so open and shameless, that any one who 
desired a place of authority in Church or State had to pledge 
himself by oath to maintain the nimoniacal persons in their 
pretended rights. The emperor himself had to swear that, 
so far from maintaining the laws of his pious predecessors 
against simony, he would render them null and void . 1 He 
says that he had known it to happen that, in order to pay 
the price which he* had promised, the wretched simoniacal 
purchaser was actually compelled to strip off the precious 
marbles of the churches, and even the very tiles from their 
roofs ; * and in another place he describes in lamentable terms 


tempora chribtianorum principiun ini- 
manitato persorui iomim detorrita <lia- 
paruit. Quia prirmiH omnium ot 
gravioribus tormentis subioiobat ur, qui 
primus rector ot potentior ceteris 
videbatur. Simul vero pax est reddita 
chriMliauiB in tantuiu, ut ipni otiam 
imperatores etigustum vertKem cunc- 
tanque terreni imperii infulas sooer- 
dotum Christi submitterent vestigiis, 
pestis ilia autiqua rediii, tantomquo 
potcntioin ei gl orioHiun, in quo cum 
Chrisiu sancti iam regnabant, regnum 
ot sacordotium videns obstupuit, cni 
dominai'i et principnri soldo cupida, 
quia veritato, cuius particcps nun est, 
nequivit, fallocia sibi pra-ripere inaluit. 
Unde quod cntliolica ooclesie promeru- 
erat Dei gratia, ambitio symoniana 
optinero quiesivit pccunia ; non ut in 
catholics volut adoptionis filus subossot 
gratiae Dei ac deserviret, Bod ut pra*- 
sumptionis tyrannua price aset ac im- 
peraret.” 

1 Id. id.. * Lib. de Lite,’ ii. 36, p. 186 : 
“ Sic quod prius fuorat furtum quod- 
que gradatim factum cut latrociuium, 
ad tantam iam pervenit tyrannidem, 
ut, quicumqup geu oeclosiis seu civi- 
tatibus priocipari queerit, non prills 
id adipiacatur, quam ipsi quoque 
plebeculse libellos hereticorum ot soc- 
riiegorum ee obeervaturum et defen- 
eunun iuramento et scripto confir- 


maverit. I’arum videtur hoc cxigi 
ab inforioribus potestatibus, ab ipsis 
Ktumnis hoc oxigitur imperatoribus. 
Mec prius licet eis imperii insignia 
BUBcipore, quam luraverint se non 
solum Kcripta ilia non cassatum, sed 
etiain defeusum iri. O libertas ot 
pictas Romanic reipublictc I O liber - 
alitaH ot poteatas maiestatis impera- 
toria* ! Cogitursummusprincepsiurare, 
no logon roligiosorum principum ante 
so vol sues deboat observaro, sod potius 
evacuaro. Vult sibi reddi quic sunt 
ca*saris ab liis, qui contradicunt Deo 
reddi qua* sunt Dei. Videat, qua*so, 
quale sibi Hit illud impormm. quod eum 
rojiente efficit ox cliristiano paganum, 
immo jieiorom pagano, quia apostatat a 
Deo ; cum ]iervorsis enim elficitur per- 
versus ot cum sacrilegis sacrilogus et 
ideo morte dignus, quia consentit talia 
faciontibus, qui iam non est dioendus 
jierverxia coiiHentire, sed revora, ut 
poiora faciant, imperare, quibus Iioen- 
tiara suo iuramento administrat impune 
rctinondi, qua* invaserant, et audaciam 
impuno invadendi, si qua rostant." 

s Id. id., ii. 43, p. 192 : “ Hinc iam 
venditor ab emptore non solum suam 
et suorum, sed insuper eeclesiastieam 
pecuniain non erubescit omnimodis 
exigere. Ei michi ! contigit me ab 
liis qui interfuerunt tarn honendum 
f acinus cognovisse, videlioet poet 
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the rain and desolation of the churches and monasteries, especi- 
ally in Italy, which had been brought about by this vice . 1 

Lambert of Hersfeld represents the Archbishop of Bremen 
and Count Werner, while they controlled the government 
during the minority of Henry IV., as selling all offices, whether 
ecclesiastical or secular, and especially the abbacies . 2 

We must not indeed take such statements as these too 
literally, we must be prepared to allow fee something at least 
of exaggeration in the picture which they present of the 
condition of the Church ; but there is no reason to doubt 
that it was substantially true, and there was no question 
of Church order to which the reformers felt it more necessary 
to turn their attention. We have already dealt with the 
history: of the deposition of the Pope at Sutri, and have noted 


prot ioso marmora porietum ot cm hie - 
maturn basilic-arum pro hoc nogotio 
distracts etiam togulas tecti.-, oarum 
cogonte ot, iubonte venditoro diruptas. 
ut sibi a niinorrimo omptore iam Boro 
super tale factuin lamnntauto pro- 
mise! protii summa pcrsolverctur. IJi- 
cat si quia valet, qurcnam ha-resis ali- 
quando tantam desolationem occlesiis 
Dei machiuata est, quantam hire." 

1 Id. id., ‘ Lib. do Lite,’ ii. 35, p. 184 : 
“ Indo passim ot maxima per tot am 
Italiam vidontur occlesiu: Doi ot monos- 
teria sou reliqua religiosa loca, qutedam 
a fundament is destructa et evorsa, quas- 
dam etiam efiosaa, quondam adhuo semi- 
rutis tectis et ruinam sui minantibus 
parietibus horrida, quondam dosolata ab 
homi tubus, beatiis tan turn noxiis et volu- 
cribusimmundisrelicta, quondam frutec- 
tis et urticis repleta, quondam et si adhuo 
videntur muris et ondifleiis exterius 
stare et inhabitari, omue tamen decori 
suo atque interiori ornatu tarn in libris 
quam et in ecclesiastioi ministerii vasis 
et veatibus inveniuntur spoliata, ut ex 
multis, quee devota antiquitaospiis locis 
conquisierat vol paraverat, ne quale - 
cunque supersit psalteriolum aut fictile 
samiolum seu corporals linteolum. 


Quondam otiam multis ot variis prosdiis, 
rastris, municipiis, familiis et peculiis 
ulim inclita, nuuc ne agellulum qui- 
dem noc tuguriolum noo mancipiolum 
nec aBcllulum vel htcdulum, sed neo 
quicquant eorum quoo possederant 
retoutant, in tantum ut ipsa sometuarii 
atria et christieuiurum cyinitoria alionua 
agricola sibi aret atque excolat mesai- 
busque vel vittbus repleat.” 

* Lambert of Hersfeld, 1083 : 
“ Sec undos post eum partes age- 
bat Womheri comes, iuvenis tom in- 
genio quam estate ferox. Hi duo pro 
rego imporitabarit ; ab his episeopatus 
ot abbatioB, ab his quicquid ecclesiasti- 
corum, quidquid secuiarium dignitatum 
cst, erubatur. Nec alia cuiquam, licet 
industrio atque egregio viro, apes adi- 
piscendi honoris ullius erat, quam ut 
hos prius ingenti profusione pecuni- 
arum suarum redemisset. Et ab epis- 
copis quidem et dueibus metu magis- 
quamreligionotemperabant. Inabbates 
voro, quod his iniuria) obviam ire non 
poteraot, tota libertatl grossabantur, 
Sllud prte se ferentes, nihil minus regem 
in hos iuris ae potestatis habere quam 
in villicos suos vel in alios quoslibet 
regalia fisci dispensatores." 
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the gratitude which many of the most eminent reformers 
express to Henry HI. for his work both in this matter, and in 
regard to the whole matter of simony. 1 

We have a detailed account of the proceedings which Pope 
Leo IX. took for the suppression of simony in France. He 
summoned a Council of the bishops and abbots at RheimB 
in 1049, and invited the attendance of the King of the 
French. His courtiers urged upon him that it would be 
in the highest degree dangerous to the honour of his kingdom 
if he were to support the Pope in holding a Council in 
France, and that this had not been permitted by his pre- 
decessors, and they urged him to summon the bishops and 
abbots to attend him on an expedition against the disturbed 
parts of the kingdom, so that they might not be able 
to attend the Council. 2 The King accordingly replied to 
the Pope that he and his bishops would not be able to attend 
the Council, and urged him to postpone his visit to France. 
Leo IX. replied that he could not do this, and must hold the 
Council with those who could be present. When the Council 
met, several bishops and abbots were deposed for various 
offences, especially for simony, and the Archbishop of Rheims 
was ordered to present himself at a Council to be held later 
in Rome, and there to purge himself of the charge of simony 
which had been brought against him. 3 The Council issued 
a canon, laying down the principle that no one should be 


1 See pp. 20, 21. 

* Ansolnma, Monaehus Roiuenws, 

* Historia DedicationtH,’ 0 ; Mipne, 1’. 
L., vbl. 142: “Tanf ee itaque perversi- 
tatis viri ineentortw Rtii raliida suggee- 
tione instruct!, regi Franconuu sugge- 
runt regni sui decus adnihilari, si m co 
Romani pontificis auctoritateiu dom- 
inari permit teret ; ve) si eidom, ut 
decreverat, oocurrens pra>aentio> nua‘ 
farorem, ad cogendum concilium exhi- 
beret. Addunt etiam quod nullua 
anleceaBortun eius id reporiatur ali- 
quando coneeseisse ut ob similem 
rausaxa in Fraaeiie urbee i ogress ua 
pa tore t alicui pep*- ; his veto agendia 


pacts et tranquillitatie congrua sunt 
tompora, regni autem oms status Bit in 
perturbationo non modica, quibusdam 
v iris potontibus dominationis eius 
jugum detrectantibus, terrasquo et 
castella qutelibot ab ipsius ditione ab- 
alionantibus. Quapropter regire digni- 
tati fernnt congruorc, . . . principes 
buos et totius exercitus sui potentiam 
commovere in re belies, ipsos etiam 
episcopoe et abbates, penes quos maxi- 
ma pare facultatum regni est, consent 
immune* huius expeditione esse non 
debere." 

* Id. Id., 14, 15, 16. 
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promoted to a bishopric •without the election of the clergy 
and people, that no one should buy or sell Holy Orders or 
ecclesiastical office, and that if any one did obtain them 
by purchase they should surrender them to the bishop. 
The canon also provided that no layman should hold a 
benefice, and that the clergy should not bear arms, or hold 
secular office . 1 The life of Pope Leo IX. by Wibert, the 
Archdeacon of Toul, gives us a further account of the strong 
measures which the Pope took, both in Italy and elsewhere, 
for the suppression of simony, and relates how he deposed 
both archbishops and bishops who had been guilty of it . 2 * 

These severe measures of Pope Leo IX. were only the first 
steps in a determined effort of the reforming party in the 
Church, now led by the reformed Papacy, to suppress the 
buying and selling of spiritual offices. Indeed so severe 
was the attitude of some of the reformers that it finally 
j>roduced a violent controversy among themselves. Some, 
like Cardinal Humbert, maintained that ordination or con- 
secration obtained by simony was null and void , 8 while 
others, like Peter Damian, maintained that they were valid , 4 * * * 


1 Id. id., 10 : “ Ne quis sine olectiono 

cleri et populi ad regimen ocelesiasticum 

proveherotur. Ne quis sacros ordines 

aut ministoria eccleaiastiea, vol altaria 

emeret aut venderet : et si quis fieri - 
corum quidlibet eorum emisset, id cum 

digna satisfactions suo episoopo redde- 
ret. Ne quis laicorum ecclesiasticum 
ministerium vol altaria tonerot, nec 
opiscoporum quilibet consentiret. . . . 
Ne quis clericorum arma militarin gesta- 
ret, aut mundans militia deserviret." 

* Leo IX., ‘ Vita,’ ii. 4 and 8. 

a Cardinal Humbert, ‘ Adversus 
Simoniacos,' iii. 32 ; M. G. H., Lib. de 
Lite, I., p. 239 : “ Itaque his et 
aliis quam pluribus argumentis con- 
stat symonianos nil ecclesiastics, 
dignitatis optinuisse, quaravis drum 
defensores impudenter persuadere la- 
borent honorem in eig accept um 
perdurare, nisi Homans et apostolioe 


sodis antistos aut metropolitani eorum 
conprovincialos episcopi eos synoda- 
litor deiciant. Quomodo enim in eis 
porduraro potest, quod nullatenus 
occoptum oat ? ” 

Id. Id., iii. 30, p. 130 : “ Sio et 
symoniani seu quilibet heretici cum 
deponi iubentur, non ab aliqua ec- 
clesiastics ordinationis gratia quam 
hactenus habeant, deponi iubentur, eed 
tantum ab exteriori specie ecclesiasti- 
corum graduum, qua ad perditionem 
suam populique christiani deceptionem 
per impost uram abutuntur." 

* Peter Damian, 1 Liber Grntissimus,’ 
vi. ; M. G. H., Lib. de Lite, I., p. 23 : 
“ Quibus (t.e., the simoniacpl persons) 
tamen si catholica fiat ordinatio, saore 
dignitatis ofticium, ad quod non mer- 
entes accedunt, perfecte suscipiunt. 
Eiusdem namque virtutis est Spiritus 
sanctus, cum eius gratia venditur, cuius 



58 


THE INVESTITURE CONTROVERSY. 


[PART U. 


and that while those who were guilty should be deposed, 
those who had innocently obtained Holy Orders from such 
persons should bo allowed to retain their position. 1 It is 
not our part here to discuss the significance of the question 
raised in this controversy, we are here only concerned to 
observe how groat was the evil, and the determination with 
which the reformers of the eleventh century set themselves to 
root it out. * 

For our purposes this question jtf simony is important 
chiefly in its relation +o the circumstances which brought 
about the great conflict bet ween the sjjiritual and temporal 
authorities. As we have seen, until the death of Henry III. 
in 1050, the reforming party in the Church had been Su pported 
with an evidently sincere zeal bj the secular power in its 
effort to suppress simony. Behind this problem, however, 
there lay others which, as we have already pointed out, 
were even mine diflu ult to deal with. It is very noteworthy 
that Peter Damian is very clear that the Church suffered as 
much from the promotion of men to bishoprics and abbeys 
on account of services which they had rendered in the ad- 
ministrative offices of the State as from actual simony. In 
a letter addressed to Pope Alexander II. he urges upon him 
that no one should be permitted to be made a bishop or to 
remain in his office who had obtained this per prermium, or, 
what is even more worthy of condemnation, by service at 
court. 2 In a treatise, which is really directed against the 


est, et nun gratis datnr 

Indubitanter igitur creden<lum cat, 
quod si ronsorratio ruiuslibet yceleai. 
astici ordtnts rntra cathohcam Sat 
ycdesiam, in umtato Mtlelucl ortho- 
doxy fidei, ut in utioquo nmuruin 
root* Bit fides, quicqmd bono per 
bonum traditur, hoc etiam malo per 
malum efficaoiter cxiubotur, quia 
sacramentqm hoc non mmistrantis 
ve] minist ratun pendet ox mento, 
sod ex ordine (ecclesiastics institutions 
ot invocatione divim nomims." 

1 Id. id., xxiv., p. 52 : “ nos non 
elaboremus, ut symomaci in eo, quern 


malo merrati sunt, hooore permanoant, 
sed id potius, no hu, qui ab eis gratoito 
t onsecrati sunt, locum sui gradus omit- 
tant.” 

Cf , for a very full discussion of 
tins controversy of the time, and the 
M hole question of reordination, a very 
learned and disenminating treatment 
of the subject by the AbW Louis 
Saltet, ' Los Rftordinations.’ Cf. also 
C. Mtrbt, ‘ Die Pubhzistik un Zeitalter 
Gregors VII.,’ pp. 372-462. 

* Peter Damian, ’ Ep.,’ Bk. i. 13 ; 
Migne, P L., vol. 44 : “ Unum m caloe 
hums epistol® saens clemently vestry 
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clergy of the court, he says that nothing seemed to him 
so intolerable as that some men, in their greedy desire for 
ecclesiastical office, behaved almost as though they were the 
serfs of men in great position ; and urges that it is just 
as much an act of simony to obtain a bishopric by service 
to the king in his court as to purchase it with money ; and 
he warns princes and others who have the power of appoint- 
ing to offices in the Church that they must not bestow them 
according to their mere will and pleasure . 1 

Cardinal Humbert deals with the same subject in fiery and 
passionate phrases. He evidently does not wish to condemn 
the administrative work of the clergy altogether, indeed he 
seems to be conscious that there were occasions when such 
work was of great service, not only to the State but to the 
Church, but he denounces in emphatic terms the crowds of 
greedy clerks who thronged the courts of princes and under- 
took long and laborious service that they might at length 
obtain some ecclesiastical office. He would indeed term such 
men simoniacal above all measure who gave not only money 
but themselves, and complains that Italy especially was full 
of men who had received Church offices not for their ecclesi- 
astical work, but as a recompense for secular services, some- 
times even of a scandalous and disgraceful nature . 2 


auribus suggero ; ut in quantum 
farultaa auppetit, numquam vel fiori, 
vel ease permittat epiacopum, quem 
ad honoris culmen constitorit aacen- 
diase per premium : vel etiam, quod 
damnabilius eat, per curialis obsequii 
famulatum. Absit enim ut qui 
prelationia ambitu sjecularem coluit 
principem, spiritalem eoclesiaatici cul- 
minie ohtineat dignitatem." 

1 Id., ‘ Opuac.,’ xxii., Preface : “ Cum 
itaque, venerabilis Pater, de modemis 
episeopis mihi perplura diapliceant, 
illud intolerabiliuB arbitror, quia 
nonnulli dum honores ecclesiasticoa 
JUtaeis vaporibua sestuantius amount, 
in clientelam potentium, tanquam ser- 
vos ae dedititios obsccene aubeternunt.” 


Cf.alsoChapa.il. and IV. Chap. II.: 
“ Keo glorietur metalli so non dediaae 
pecuniam, qui, quod pretiosius habebat, 
aemetipsum venalem prebuit.” 

Chap. IV. : “ Principibus quoque, et 
quibualibet ordinatoribua ecclesiarum 
aummopere oavendum eat, ne sacra 
Joca, non conaiderato divino judicio, sed 
pro arbitrio et ad libitum, prebeant, 
ne ad euam confuaionem divinse legia 
ordinem, aacrorum canonum statuta 
confundant." 

2 Cardinal Humbert, * Adveraua 
Siraoniacoa,’ iii. 20 ; M. G. H-, Lib. de 
Lite, I., p. 224 : “ Inde eat quod 

nonnulli nostrum cseoa ambitione 
duoti, quo maxima malo intra Italiam 
laboramua, poatpoaitis eocleeiaaticiai 
rectoribua, quorum tantummodo in- 
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These complaints and contentions were no doubt in a great 
measure well founded and legitimate, and yet it is also dear 
that the question raised was one of great difficulty. The 
State had urgent need of the services of men trained in 
administrative work, and of men upon whose personal loyalty 
the kings or emperors could depend, and it is difficult to Bee 
where they could at that time be found outside of the 
ecclesiastical profession. 


terest, cortatim point. in nee requisite 
noc vooat.i irrumpunt, woiularoH po- 
testates impudenter odeum, oensum 
patrimoniorum euonim pt facultatos 
principibur eorumquc farailmribus 
adhsrrondo et obt-cquondo oxpondunt, 
ut vel oeru oliquom ecclosiusl iiam 
dignitatem vcnentur post diuturnas, 
maximas ot continues august ias, quos 
inssnisxirnu put icntia dicbtix et nocti- 
bus porfcrunt, patient™ cxilii, inertia-, 
algorts ut vigiliarum supra luodum. 

Quos quia dubitabit dicore supra 
mod am Bymonianos qui non solan 
pecuniae, sed somet ipsos insuper in 
talibus nogotiis cxpoudunt 7 


Nequo tnmou hipc dioendo illos in- 
cusamus, qui sun' egrogite indolis 
publioaque utilitatis causa invitations 
et petitions principum atque suorum 
Hcsntia vel prs'copto reotorum in 
tsrrcno palatio conversantur et de- 
serviunt atquo nonnumquam ab 
eoclesiis rectors privatis nsc aliquem 
suorum. qui proficuo succsdat, haben- 
tibus exjietiti regimen suscipiunt ; 
nsc dieendi sunt laborea aliorum 
invasisao, sed fratribus in labors 
deficientibuB accurisse. 

Tales prof ec to tanto magis sunt 


roverendi, quanto non sua qua- runt, 
sod Christi ; quibus sane bonisque 
omnibus i rum-jam faciunt, immo om- 
uipotpntis voluntati, in c.uiuu ditiono 
cuncta sunt posita, resist uni , qui- 
cumque ob hoc importunes se im- 
pudent osque ingcrunt ; quorum in- 
digciplinatorum ot girovagorum tanta 
est multitudo, nec tantum nobilium et 
litteratorum, quantum et ignobilium 
atquo inlittoratorum, ut eoclesiis 
daustrisque vacuefactis et vaoantibus 
palatia domusque siccularium vix iom 
capere sufficient examina clericorum. 
In quibus nonnulli inveniuntur, qui 
occlesiasticos honores non tantum 
clerical! officio, quantum medicinali 
aut scurriii sou gnatonico auenpantur. 
Menlior, si non piures eiusmoidi 
promeruit Italia, quos nulla promovit 
morum aut iittoratorum gratia, sed 
aut acurri litas vel fsllax adulatio seu, 
quod oxcusabilius putatur, sola modi- 
c.ina. Quibus cum nullus christian- 
orum communicaro debeat, ut vere 
accphalis et siDe suorum rectorum 
lit teris et permissu vagantibus, in- 
super regimen ecclesiaBticum com- 
mititur, quod tandem adepti non 
solum tamquam indisciplinati et 
stulti confundunt et diesipant, sed 
etiam tamquam libidinosi multimoda 
fornicatione et foeditste incestant.” 
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THE PROHIBITION OF LAY “ INVESTITURE.” 

We have thus endeavoured to consider some of the condi- 
tions or circumstances out of which the conflict between the 
Empire and the Church arose. It is clear that there was a 
great evil in the Church, that the buying and selling of 
Church offices had grown to a point at which the strongest 
measures of reform were not only justified, but were im- 
peratively required. It is, however, clear also that during 
the reign of Henry 111. the imperial authority had been on 
the side of reform, and that, while there may have been ques- 
tion as to the propriety of some of the actions which had 
been taken in promoting reform, on the whole the reforming 
party recognised his sincerity, and was grateful for his energy. 
We have now to consider the rapid change in the relations of 
the spiritual and temporal authorities, which in the course of 
some twenty years (from 1056 to 1076) passed from those 
of friendly alliance and co-operation to those of a violent 
hostility. 

The Popes, after Sutri, had set their hands to the work of 
reform, and in their efforts they had received the support of 
Henry HI. Unhappily, he died before the work had been 
accomplished, and with his death the ecclesiastical conditions 
of Europe relapsed into confusion. We have already cited 
the melancholy account of the ecclesiastical condition of Ger- 
many during the minority of Henry IV., tinder the adminis- 
tration of the Archbishop of Bremen and Count Werner ; how 
they treated ail offices, ecclesiastical and secular, as matters of 
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buying and selling to such a degree that no man could hope 
for promotion in Church or State unless he was prepared to 
purchase it from them. 1 * When Henry IV. took over the 
government himself, it would seem that there was little 
improvement. The Bishop of Bamberg was summoned to 
Borne in 1070, and was charged with having obtained his 
bishopric by simony. Lambert of Hersfeld indeed accuses 
the Pope, Alexander II., of accepting large presents from 
him, and consequently acquitting him of the charge ; but ho 
also relates that he and the Archbishops of Maintz and 
Cologne were severely reproved by the Pope for having sold 
Holy Orders, and for having communicated with simoniacal 
persons, and were required to take a solemn oath that they 
would not do this again. 8 * * 

Under the following year Lambert relates that Henry IV. 
simoniacally appointed an Abbot of Eeichenau, and endeavoured 
to force upon the Chapter of Constance as bishop a man who 
was by them accused of simony and theft. 3 The Pope referred 
the question to the Archbishop of Maintz, and we have the 
letter in which he represents the great difficulties in which 
he was involved on account of his obedience to the Pope — 
the king had evidently threatened him violently if he should 
refuse to consecrate the Bishop-designate of Constance. 4 * * * 


1 Bee p. 56. 

* Lamlxtrtof Hornfeld, 1070 : “ Epia- 

copus Moguntinua et CoJomenms et 

Babenbergcnaia a domino apostolico 

evocati, Uomom vonorunt. lbi epis- 

oopus Babenborgenaie accusatus, quod 

per eimoniacam heresim data pecunia 

episcopatum invasisaet, mult a et pre- 

ciosa munera pap® dedit, et per h®c 
efferatam advorsum se mentem oiua 
ad tantam mansuotudinom rodiuut, 
ut, qui non sine periculo honoris et 
grad os sui , evaaurua putabatur, non 
solum impunitatem crimima, quod 

obioctum fuerat, consequeretur, sod 
etiam pallium et alia qutedam archi- 
episcopatus insignia a sede apostolico 

pro benedictions perciperat. . . . Om- 


neb in communo acorbe obiurgati, quod 
BacroH ordinea per simoniacam heresim 
venderent, et ementibus indifierenter 
communicarent manusque imponeront ; 
tandem, accopto ab eis iureiurando, 
quod hseo ulterius faoturi non essent, 
in sua pace dunisai sunt.” 

• Id. id., 1071 (p. 1108). 

* Siegfried, Arcli bishop of Maintz. 
‘ Epistoire,' ii. ; Migne, vol. 46, p. 
142 : 11 Namque miKi Roms posito, 
viva voce, et postea apostolioa lega- 
tione, interdixitur, ne earn qui de- 
signating est in Constantiensem epis- 
coput, ullo modo consecrarem, quia 
audistis elogio Simoniacal hsrescos 
eum notabilem. In quo quia vobis 
obedivi, multa, ut prsmissum est, a 
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In a letter of Henry IY. to Gregory VII., of the year 
1073, he acknowledged his faults, and among others, that 
he had been guilty of simony, and asked the help of his 
advice and authority in setting these matters right. He 
also speaks of having been guilty of serious faults with regard 
to the Church of Milan. 1 

Again, under the year 1074, Lambert relates that the 
legates of the Apostolic See in Germany were careful not 
to associate with Henry IY., as he had been accused of 
simoniacal practices. Gregory VII. had sent these legates 
to Germany to deal with persons accused of simony, and 
they desired to hold a synod. The bishopB stoutly re- 
sisted this, maintaining that they could not Buffer this to 
be done except by the Pope himself. The Pope had already 
suspended the Bishop of Bamberg and certain others from 
the discharge of their sacred functions, until they should 
purge themselves in his presence. Henry IV., indeed, accord- 
ing to Lambert, was anxious to support the legates, in the 
expectation that this would result in the deposition of the 
Bishop of Worms and others who had opposed him in the 
Saxon war ; it was, however, finally found that the matter 
was too difficult for the legates to deal with, and it was 
referred to the hearing of the Pope himself. 2 


domino meo sustinui, timooque mo 
adhuc graviora passurum, et occlosia* 
me® magnum fere detrimentum, nisi 
benignus ille Petrus clave sua me 
defondat, et vestrae auctoritatis potes- 
tas ad versus regiam potostatem, zelo 
iustiti® me protegendo, Be acoingat." 

1 Gregory VII., Begistrum, i. 29 a : 
“ Non solum enim nos res ecclesiasticas 
invasimus, verum quoque indignis qui- 
buslibot et symoniaco folio amari- 
catis et non per ostium sod aliunde 
ingredientibus eoolesias ipsau vendi- 
dimus, et non eas ut oportuit defendi- 
mus. At nunc, quia soli absque rostra 
auctoritate ecclesias corrigore non pos- 
sumus, super his, ut etiam de noetris 
omnibus, rostrum una et consilium et 


auxilium obnixn quierimus ; vestrum 
studiosissime pr&ceptum servaturi in 
omnibus. Ft nunc in primis pro 
erclesia Modiolanensi, que nostra culpa 
est in orrore, rogamus : ut rostra apos- 
tolica districtione canonice corrigatur ; 
et exinde ad cseteras corrigeudas 
auctoritatis vestrss sententia pro- 
grediatur.” 

* Lambert, ‘ Annales,' 1074 (id., 215) : 
*' Bex, celebrata in Babenberg pas- 
chali solemnitate in Nowrenberg per- 
rexit obviam legatis apostolic® sedis. 
. . .. Nec tamen cum rege sermonem 
communicare saepius rogati oonsenser- 
unt, donee secundum ecclesiasticas leges 
pcenitentiajn prof ess us, per iudioium 
eorum anathemate absolveretur, pro 
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It was not only in Germany that the question of simony 
was urgent. We have already considered the severe measures 
which Leo IX. had taken at the Council of Bheims in 1049 to 
deal with the matter in France, but it is evident that in spite 
of his efforts the evil had not been removed. It was indeed 
in Gregory VII. ’s correspondence with the French bishops 
that he first began to threaten vigorous measures against the 
secular authorities. In a letter of the, year 1073 to the 
Bishop of Chalons he describes Philip, the Kang of France, 
as having gone further in the oppression of the Church 
than any other prince of this time, and he threatens that 
if Philip would not abandon the heresy of simony, he would 
issue such a general excommunication that the French 
people would refuse any longer to obey him. 1 In the same 
year he instructs the Archbishop of Lyons to consecrate the 
Bishop-elect of Autun without waiting further for the consent 


eo quod propter venditos occlesiasticafi 
dignifatOH HimomocD' horowoos insiinu- 
latue fuiHHet, apud nedom apostolicam. 
Xtaque petierunt verbis Romani pon- 
tiflris, ut sinodum tenero intra Uolluis 
pace episeuporum sinorentur. Volie- 
mentcr hoc abnuorunt omnes episoopi 
tamquam inusitatam longequo a nuia 
rationibim aliemim, nee we hums ane- 
toritatis privilegium ulli alii pneter- 
quam ipsi Romano pontifiei uinquom 
delaturoa afHrmabant. Siquidom in- 
tenderat Romanos pontifex, ut omnw 
episeopos et abbatea, qui saeroa gradiiH 
preeio mlemiaaent, diaousaione liabiiu, 
deponeret ; iamque hac da oauaa Baben- 
bergonaem epiaeopum et alioa nonnull ob 
ab omni di vino oflici o sutqionderot , donee 
coram venientes inuatum eibi crimen 
hercseon digna satisfaetione purgarant . 
Et rex quidem eupide (hoe) volebat 
odio WormoeiensiH epwcopi et quorum 
dam uliorum, qui turn hello Saxoruco 
oSenderant ; quoa hac calumpnia in- 
volvendos et dignitatis huw detriments 
paseuros, ape certiaaima prwsumpaerat. 
Bed quia per legatos res tanta contici 


posse dosperabatnr, consulto in audien- 
tiam ipsum Romani pontifleis dilate 
est.” 

* Gregory VIJ., Rog. i. 36: “Inter 
ceteroa no-ttri huiua temporie principea, 
qui rccloRiam l)ei pervasa cupiditato 
vonundando dissiparunt ot matrem 
Kuam, cui ex domiuieo prseoepto hon- 
on'm ot reverentiam dehuerant. on- 
eillari aubiectione penitua conculca- 
runt, Phiiippum regem Francoram 
Gallicanas eccleaias in tantum oppres- 
aiste eerta relatione didicimus, ut ad 
summum tarn deteatandi huiua faoi- 
noris cumnlum porveniaae videatur. 
Quam rem de regno illo tanto profecto 
tulimus molestius, quanto ot prudentia 
et religione et viribus noscitur fuisse 
potentius et erga Romanam eoelesiam 
muito devotius . . . Nam aut rex 
ipse, repudiate turpi symoniacae heresis 
moreimomo, idoneas ad sacrum regi- 
men personas promoveri permittet, 
aut Franci pro certo, nisi fidem chris- 
tianam abioere maluerint, general is 
anatliematis mucrone percussi. illi 
ulterius obtemperare recusabunt.” 



CHAP, tt] PROHIBITION OP LAY “ INVESTITURE.*' 


65 


of the King of France . 1 In the folio-wing year Gregory wrote 
to the archbishops and bishops of France, and denounced 
Philip as one who could not be called a king, but only a 
tyrant. He blamed them severely that they had not used 
their priestly authority to restrain him from his crimes, and 
commanded them to meet and jointly to address him and de- 
nounce his crimes to his face. If the king should refuse to 
hearken to them, he bade them withdraw themselves from his 
oommunion and obedience, and prohibit the public celebration 
of all divine service throughout France. If Philip would not 
even then submit, he gave them to know that he would do all 
in his power to take the French kingdom from him . 2 


1 Gregory VII., ‘ Reg-,’ i. 36 : “ Qui 
(».e., the king) si, ih duritia sua perma- 
nens, neque nocessitati liuiua ecclesiip 
coropati neque exhortaliom nostra 1 
parere voluerit, pnecipimus apostolica 
auctoritate, ut fraternitus tua neque 
pro odio neque gratia alicuius dinuttat, 
quin eleotum ab ois Augustodunonsom 
Landricum archidiaconum episcopum 
seu per te eeu per suffraganoos tuoe 
ordinare student ; si tarnen auctoritas 
sanotorum patrum probatur sibi non 
obviare." 

* Id. id., ii. C : “ Gregorius episco- 
pus servus servorum Dei Manasse 
Romensi, Rioherio Senonensi, Ricliardo 
Bituricensi archiepiscopis, et Adraldo 
episoopo Carnotensi oeterisque episco- 
pis Franoiee salutem et apostolicam 
benodictioaem. . . . Quorum rerum 
rex vaster, qui non rex sed tyrannus 
dioendus eat, suadente diabolo caput 
et causa eat. Qui omnem tetatem suam 
flagitiis et facinoribus polluit et, bus- 
oepta regni gubemacula miser et infelix 
inutiliter gerens, subiectum sibi popu- 
lum non solum nimis soluto imperio 
ad scelera relaxavit sed ad omnia, quse 
dici et agi nefas eet, op© rum et studi- 
orum suorum exemplis incitavft. . . . 
Vos etenim f rat res etiam in culpa estis ; 
qui, dum perditissimis factis eius ssoer- 
dotali vigors non reaistitis, procul dubio 
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nequitiam illiun c-onsentiendo fovetis. 
. . . Nam, si prohibere eum a delict is, 
contra ius et rovorontiam promises) 
sibi fidelitatis esse putatis, longo vos 
fallit opinio. . . . Unde rogamus vos 
et apostolica auctoritate monemus, ut, 
in unum congregati, patriae vestree 
lama: atque saluti consulatis et, com- 
muni consilio ac coniunctissimis animis 
regem alloquenteu, de sua eum et regni 
confusione atque periculo eommoneatis 
et, quam criminosa sint. eius facta atque 
consilia, in faciom ei ostendentes, omni 
exhortatione eum flee tore studeatis : 
. . . Quodsi vos audire noluerit et, 
abiecto timore Dei, eontra regium de- 
cue, contra suam et populi salutem, in 
duritia cordis sui perstiterit, apostolic*: 
animadversionis gladium nequaquam 
eum diutius eSugere posse, quasi 
ex ore nostro sibi notificate. Propter 
quod et vos, apostolica auotoritate 
commoniti atque constricti, matrem 
vestram sanctam Romanam et apostoli- 
cam eoolesiam debita fide et obedientia 
imitamini ; et, ab eius vos obsequio 
atque oommunione penitus soparantes, 
per uni vers am Franciam omne divi- 
num officium publice celebrari inter- 
dicite. 

Quodsi nec huiuamodi distriotione 
voluerit resipiscere, nulli clam aut 
dubium esse voiumus, quin modu- 
li 
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Gregory’s letters indicate that the crimeB with which he 
charged Philip were not only against the general wellbeing 
of the Church — in other letters he refers specially to his 
plundering of Italian merchants in France 1 — but that the 
degradation and disorder of the Church in France were caused 
especially by the prevalence of simony, and demanded the 
most stringent reform ; and it is also clear that it threatened 
to produce the same collision between the temporal and 
spiritual authorities as in the Empire after the death of 
Henry III. 

lt^is thus clear that the relations between the tempo ral 
and spiritual authorities were becoming difficult, and we 
think that it is reasonable to say that behind any particular 
occasions of difference there lay a more general cause, and this 
was the fact tliaf after the death of Henry III. the te mpor al 
authority was no longer co-operating with the spiritual in the 

S pt at reform, but seemed rather to be responsTHeJtor the 
__ nance of grave evils, such as simony and the secularisa- 
tion of the clergy. It was under these circumstances that the 
Papacy began to develop the policy of limiting or prohibiting 
the intervention of the secular authority in ecclfeBlastieal- 
appointments. This may have been justifiable and even 
necessary, but it must be admitted that it was a step of an 
almost revolutionary character. 

In the first part of this volume we have seen that it was 
not generally disputed that the king or emperor had a legiti- 
mate place in the appointment of bishops and abbots, while 
the rights of the clergy and people of the diocese in election, 
and of the metropolitan and the other bishops of the province 
in confirmation were also generally recognised. In actual fact 
no doubt the prince often determined such appointments with 
little reference to the wishes of the electors, but it would be 
a great exaggeration to say that any responsible person 

thought that these were negligible. It is, however, true that 

< 

omnibus regnum Francis de eius 1 Cf. Gregory VII., ‘ Beg.,’ li. 18 
occupatione, acbuvante Deo, tempte- and 32. 
mus enpere.” 
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it was with regard to the question of the adjustment of these 
rights to each other that there first appeared the signs of the 
future trouble. We have already seen some dear evidence 
of the growing urgency with which the reforming Churchmen 
and Church Councils urged the rights of the clergy and the 
people of a diocese to be consulted in the appointment of a 
bishop. We have seen how emphatically the Council of Rheims, 
in 1049, asserted the principle that no one should be ap- 
pointed to authority in the Church without the election of 
the clergy and people, 1 and we have seen how the Council of 
Maintz set aside one of the claimants to the archbishopric of 
Besan§on on the express ground that he had not been chosen 
by the dergy and people. 2 Lambert of Hersfdd relates the 
indignation of the clergy and people of Trier, when on the 
death of Archbishop Ebcrhard, in 1066, a certain Cuono was 
appointed by the intervention of the Archbishop of Cologne 
without reference to them. 3 

We have had occasion already to consider some of the 
principles of the two most important writers of the re- 
forming party — that is, of Cardinal Humbert and Peter 
Damian — and we must now turn again to their work as 
illustrating the development of this question, but also as 
making it dear that at least at the outset, even the most 
eminent reformers did not intend to deny the temporal authority 
the right to some place in ecclesiastical appointments. In 
one place Cardinal Humbert lays down in very emphatic terms 
the conditions of a legitimate and canonical appointment. The 
man, he says, who is to be raised to the episcopate must first 
be elected by the dergy, then asked for by the people, and 
then only is he to be consecrated by the bishops of the 
province, with the approval of the metropolitan : he who has 
been consecrated without regard to any one of these conditions 

1 See p. 58. indigne nimia tulit tarn denis quant 

* See p. 28. populus Treverorum, quod ipsi in 

* Lambert of Hersfeld, ‘ AgmaleB,’ elect ionem admisai conaultique non 

1066 (M. G. H. ; S. S., p. 173) : “ Epia- esaent, seque vicisaim hortabipitur, 
copatum eius per interventum Coloni- ut insignem bano contumeliam iiisigni 
enais archiepiscopi suacepit Cuono aliquo exemplo eluerent.” ' 

propositus Coloniensis. Graviter et 
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is to be reckoned a false, not a true bishop . 1 Humbert’s 
words, indeed, raise two other questions, the one concerning 
the impropriety of the creation of a bishop without a definite 
diocese, the other about the relation of the authority of the 
metropolitan to that of the Apostolic* See, but we cannot here 
deal with these. 

In another place he denounces the arrogance and avarice 
of the princes of his time, who had, in defiance of all divine 
and human laws, drawn into their own hands the whole au- 
thority of bestowing ecclesiastical appointments, and contrasts 
this with the conditions of the “imperium Transmarinum ” 
(the Eastern Empire), where the control of such appointments 
was left to the metropolitans and bishops . 2 

If we were to isolate these passages we might conclude that 
Humbert meant to exclude the secular authority from any part 
in episcopal appointments, but that this is not his intention 


* Humbert, ‘ Adverxus SimoniacoH,’ ■ 
I. 5 : " Quicumquo consocrotur opis- 

copus, secundum docretalos sanctorum 
regulas priue out a olero oligendus, 
deinde a plebe expet endux, tandemque 
a comprovincialibuH opiscopw cum 
metropolitan! iudirio consocranduB. 
Neque enim alitor certus et fundatus 
vel verus episoopus dici vel hubori 
poterit, nisi certum clerura et populum 
quibus preesit habuerit et a compro. 
vincialibus suis auctoritate metropoli- 
tani, ad quern vice apostolicao sedis 
cura ipsius provincial pertinet, con- 
necratus fuerit. Qui autom sine 
quolibet horum trium capitulorum 
consecratus fuerit, nec certus nec 
f undat us nec verus, sed pseudoepiscopus 
dicendus eat et habendus nec inter 
oanonice plantatos vel factos episoopos 
computandus ; quia cum episcopus 
dicatur superintendens aut superin- 
api cions, cui clero aut cui populo hie 
talis superintondit, qui nullius cleri 
nulliusque populi, quibus superin- 
tendst, electionem habuit, insuper et 
metropolitani atque compro vincialium 
auctoritate oaruit T ” 


2 Id. id., ill. 10 : “ lgitur, ut prs*- 
dictum est, ha-c sanctorum patrum et 
religiosorum principum statute do 
personis et rebus ecclesiasticis invio- 
labilitor hactenus in transmarino ini- 
perio obBervantur, ot solis metropoli- 
tanis vet episcopis ceteris diaponenondoe 
relinquuntur. Unde qusclibot ocelosiae 
administratio solo eorum disponitur ar- 
bitrio, sive gratis sive non gratis velint 
earn committere cuilibet clerioo, nec 
nisi a metropolitams aut episcopis 
eorumque familiaribus vendi solet 
aliquando. Quod quamvis ex sola 
venditione sit hereticum et nimium 
detestabile, est tamen ecclesiis Dei 
illis magis tolerabile quam nostris, 
quae, ut superius ostenditur, iugiter 
venduntur quater. Neque enim ar- 
rogantia et avaritia principum nostri 
sseculi et imperii patitur termini* 
prsefixis coherceri, sed transgressis 
divinis et humanis legibus, quae inter 
arma silent, etiamsi ecclesiastica, omnia 
sibi preeaumentea possident, ut in eis 
degere aut ex eis vivere sine illorum 
datione aut venditione oontingat cleri- 
eorum neminem.” 
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is plain when we consider another passage in the same 
treatise. Here, indeed, he complains bitterly of the sub- 
version of all true order in such appointments : the first had 
been last, and the last first ; the secular power claimed the first 
place in election, and the people, the clergy, and even the 
metropolitan had to accept its decision whether they were 
willing or not. It must, however, be observed that he Btates 
the true method of appointment as being that the metropolitan 
should confirm the election by the clergy, while the prince 
should confirm the demand of the people ; 1 that is, Humbert 
very clearly recognises that the prince is to be consulted and 
his approbation secured. 

If we turn to Peter Damian it seems clear from the 
passages which we have already cited 2 from his works that 
his position was the same as that of Humbert. He protests 
emphatically against the abuse of the power claimed by the 
secular poweT, and asserts the rights of the clergy and people 
in the election of their bishop, but also he very frankly 
recognises that the secular power had its reasonable and just 
place, in such appointments. 

The position of the reformers was, we think, clear : they 
were determined to vindicate the freedom of ecclesiastical 
elections, and to reduce the claims of the secular power to 
what they conceive to be reasonable limits, but they did not 
propose to ^repudiate these altogether. We can, however, 
carry the matter further, for we think that the corre- 
spondence of Gregory VII. himself serves to show that at 
least in the first years of his pontificate he did not refuse 

1 Id., ' Adversiw Birooniacoa,’ iii. 6 : asBCularis potostas, quam velit nolit 

“ Haac cum ita venerabilea omni muiido subsequitur ordinis, plobis clerique 
et sunuiii pontifices Spiritu Banc to concensus, tandemque metropolitan! 
diotante decrovorint, ut metropolis iudioium. Unde taliter promoti, aicut 
tani iudicio electio cleri, principle superiue prmdicatur, non aunt inter 
antem consensu expetitio plebia et episcopos habendi, qnia eubstitutio 
ordinis confirmetur, ad roprobationem eorum oapite pondet deorsum, quia 
sanctorum canonum et totiua Christians 1 quod debuit eis Seri postremum, factum 
religionia conculcationem preepostero est primum et ab illia, quorum interest 
ordine omnia Sunt, auntque primi nichilum.” 
novissimi et noviaaimi primi. Hat 1 See p. 34. 
enim prime in eligendo et confirm ando 
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tj> recognise the. claims of the secular authority in episcopal 
appointments. 

In a letter of the year 1073 to Humbert, the Archbishop 
of Lyons, already cited, he instructs him to consecrate a certain 
Landric, who had been elected by the diocese to the bishopric 
of Autun, without waiting further for the consent of the 
King of France. 1 Gregory no doubt sets aside the rights of 
the King, but he only does it on account of his negligence 
and delay. In a letter of tin* same year to Anselm, the 
Bishop-elect of Lucca, he forbids him to receive the investi- 
ture of the bislioprie from the king’s hand until he had 
renounced liis intercourse with excommunicated persons and 
made his peace with the Homan See ; 2 but it is noticeable 
that, the prohibition is related only to the actual circum- 
stances of the moment. In a letter addressed, in 1074, to 
the Count of Hit 5 and the faithful people of that church, he 
speaks of the Count as having elected the bishop with the 
consent of all the others — presumably the clergy and people 
of the diocese. 3 Again, in a letter addressed in the same 
year to Hubert, the Count, and the people of Fermo, he says 
that he had entrusted the church to the archdeacon until by 
his own care and the counsel and permission of the king a 
suitable person should be found for the bishopric. 4 In a 
letter of 1075 to Saneho, the King of Aragon, he discusses 


1 See p. 64. 

• Gregory VII., ‘ Kogistruin,’ i. 21 : 
“ITt onim viam qua amliules poatu- 
lasti tibi not ifiearemuH, nultarn novum, 
nullam expeditiorem sciimis ea, quam 
nuper dileotioin tiue Bignifieavimus, 
videlicet : te ab investitura opiscopatus 
de manu regiH abstincio, donee, do 
communione cum oxcommuiut at n- Deo 
nat isfaoienfl, rebus bene compositiB, 
nobiscum pacem possit habere." 

* Id. Id., i. 69 : “ Vementem ad 

nos Hugonem opiecopum vest rum 
benigoe susoepimus. Et quia vos 
in electionem eius unanimiter con- 
venisse audivimus, epucopali conse- 

cratione eum vobis in pastorem ordi- 


navimus. . . . Te autem, praedicte 
comes, Hiugulariter alloquenteB, valde 
miramur, quod, postquaui pru-fatum 
confratrom nostrum instmetu divinaa 
elementin' cum consensu aliorum om- 
nium in epiHCopum elcgeras et fideli- 
tatem Bibi ex mere feceras T ’’ 

* Id. id., ii. 38 : “ Considerontes 

ergo necessitatem vestras viduatee 
eeclesitt, procurationem totius episco- 
patus interim ei (t.e., the archdeacon) 
commisimus, donee, divina provldente 
dementia, cum nostra eollioitudine 
turn regie consilio et dispensatione 
idonea ad regendam ecclesiam et 
episcopalem dignitatem persona rep- 
periatur.” 
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the arrangements to be made for a diocese in view of the 
failing health of the bishop. The King and bishop had 
proposed to him the names of two clerics of whom the one 
should be made bishop. Gregory refuses to accept either of 
them on the ground that they were the sons of concubines, but 
promises to consider the matter if a man of suitable character 
were recommended to him by the King and the bishop with 
the approval of the diocese. 1 In January of 1076, in a letter 
to Henry IV., while he rebukes him for giving the bishoprics 
of Fermo and Spoleto to men who were unknown to him, he 
only expresses a doubt whether a church can be given by any 
man ; he does not positively say that the King had no rights 
in the matter. 2 

Even after Gregory VII. had issued the decree against lay 
“ investiture,” we still find phrases in his correspondence which 
seem to recognise some place for the secular authority Th the 
appointment to bishopries. In a letter of the year 1677 to 
Hugh, the Bishop of Dj<$, lie writes that Philip, the King of 
France, had asked him to consecrate the Abbot of St Euphemia 
in Calabria to the bishopric of Chartres, but says that he will 
not do this until he was sufficiently informed about the wishes 
of the diocese. 3 And again, in a letter of the year 1079 to 
Budolph of Suabia, who had been elected as King of Germany 


1 Gregory VII., ‘ Reg.,’ li. 50 : 
“ Atque ut faciliua hoc impetrarot, 
indicavit nobis de duobus cloricia, 
quorum alterum in episcopatum eligi, 
tuam et siu ipsius voluntatem atque 
consilium fore nunciavit 

ut ipse quantum possit episcopal! officio 
in apiritualibus insistens et auxilia 
comprovincialium episcoporum petens, 
ad peragendas extoriores et interiores 
curas talem olericum in ecclesia con- 
stituat, qui ad tantam procurationem 
providus et, si res postulaverit, ad per- 
cipiendam episcopal is officii dignita- 
tem et ordinem sit idoneus . * . 


tunc demnm, si illius vita mores et 
disoiplina probabilis fuerit, apostolic® 


sedi eius (converHationis — Jaff<5) tuis et 
episcopi Uttoris noo non sub tostimonio 
oiusdom ecoleaiai denuncietur ; et do 
ordinntione ocolosi«> deliberato consilio 
certa vobis et salubris annuente Deo 
responsjo dobitur.” 

9 Id. id., in. 10 : “ Et nunc quidem, 
ut vulnus vulneri infligeres, oontra 
statute apostolica; sedis tradidisti 
Firmanam et Spoletanam ecclesiam — 
si tamen ab homine tradi ecclesia aut 
donari potest — quibusdam personis 
nobis etiam ignotis ; quibus non licet, 
nisi probatis et ante bene cognitis, 
regulariter manum imponero.” 

* Id. id., v. 11: “ Verum quia, 

sanctorum patrura statute sequi et 
observare cupientes, m'chil de eo aut 
de promotione eius sine elections eo- 
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by the Diet of Forchheim in 1077, he discusses the election 
of an Archbishop of Magdeburg as a matter with which 
Eudolph was concerned, and only suggests that, if they are 
willing to take his advice, they will elect one of two ecclesi- 
astics whom he recommends, but this must be done with the 
consent and election of the archbishop and bishops, and of the 
clergy and laity. 1 

Tt would appear then that it would be a mistake to think 
that the reforming party in the Church set out to put an end 
wholly to the traditional place of the secular authorities in 
the appointment of bishops. It would seem that, while they 
felt that the actually existing methods and forms through 
which this authority had been exercised were inadmissible, 

and while the freedom of eeelesiasi ieal elections needed to be 
asserted and safeguarded, it was ralher the degree, and extent 
of the authority of the secular power, and the forms through 
which it was exercised, than the authority itself which they 
attacked. 

As we shall see in later chapters, the question of the forms 
under which investiture was granted came to play a very 
important part, in the controversy, and it is therefore con- 
venient to consider at this point one of the earliest careful 
and reasoned discussions of the question. The treatise of 
Cardinal Humbert against simoniacal persons, to which we 
have already so often referred, was written in the year 
1058-9, and a passage from which we have already cited a 


( leaia* proband um ease iudicaviinua ; noc 
id ipsum, quod inti nobis do vohintate 
absent iutn reforebant, phi is const a bat ; 
prudent iaro tuam admoiiomus : ut cc- 
clcmiam ill am aut per te aut per fldelem 
ct probotam tibi personam visitor© 
Bt tides, et volunt&tem omnium tarn 
maiorum quam minorum super hoc ro 
diligent i inquisition© cognosces. M 

1 Gregory VII., * Ep. Coll.,’ 26 : 41 et 
domiiB Dei dignura dispensatorem per 
ostium introducere, cum communi 
omnium religiasorum tom archiepieco- 
porum quam episcoporum nec non 
etiam cleric orum et laicorum consensu 


ot election© procurate. Quodsi meia 
vuiris acqmescore consiliis, audio enim 
inter vob efwe quosdam boni testimonii 
virus, A. scilicet Goalarienaum decanum, 
G(ebehardum) Bertaldi ducifl filinm, 
H. Sigefndi c omit is filium, quorum 
unum me prtrcipiente et consentiente 
©Jigite ot in arcliiepiscopum pramomi- 
natie feccleaiae ordinate. Si vero in his 
tnbuH qui dignus sit non potent in- 
vemn, in contntione cordis, orando et 
leiunando ad Deum convertimini, 
rogantea, ut sua revel ante gratia, 
persona quaa huie negotio sit conve- 
niens, possit oetendi.” 
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few words, deals with the question in detail. Humbert, as 
we have seen, admits that the consent of the prince must 
confirm the desire of the people, but he complains that in 
violation of the canons all proportion and order had been 
completely destroyed, the secular authority had claimed the 
first and supreme place in the appointment of bishops, and 
the consent of the clergy and people and of the metropolitan 
had to be given whether they were willing or not, and, 
he contends, appointments made under such conditions were 
really invalid. It cannot, he maintains, belong to lay 
persons to bestow the pastoral staff and the ring, for these 
were the sacramental symbols of spiritual powers and offices, 
and when they had once been bestowed there remained 
no freedom of action, either to the people and clergy with 
regard to election, or to the metropolitan with regard to 
consecration . 1 


1 Humber*, ‘ Adv. Simon.,’ iii. 6: 
“ H»*c cum ita venerabiles omni mundo 
et summi pontificen Spiritu nancto die- 
tante decrevorint ut metropolitani 
iudicio electio cleri, principle autem 
consensu expetitio plebis et ordiniu 
confirmetur, ad reprobationem sanc- 
torum canonum et totius Christians? 
religionis conculoationem prsepostoro 
online omnia fiunt, suntquu primi 
novissimi et novissiini primi. Eat enim 
prima in oligendo et confirmanrio s»cu- 
laris protestas. quam velit nolit subse- 
quitur ordinis, plebis clerique consensus, 
tandemque metropolitan! iudicium. 
Unde taliter promoti, siout superius 
preedicatur, non sunt inter epiRoopos 
habendi, quia substitio eorum capite 
pendit deorsum, quia quod debuit eis 
fieri postremum, factum est primum 
et ab illis, quorum interest nichilum. 
Quid enim ad laicas pertinet personas 
saeramenta ecclesiastica et pontificalem 
seu paatoraJem gratiam distrit^iere, 
eamyros scilioet baculos et anulos, 
quibus pnecipue perficitur, militat et 
innititur tota episcopal is conseoratio f 
Equidem in oamyris baeulis, superius 


ad adtrahondum et invitandum un- 
cinatis et infloxis, inforius vero ad re- 
pellendum et feriendum accuminatis 
et ormatis, designatur, qua* in eis 
commit! tur, iura paatoralis ; qua, 
utique sua compositione vel factura 
admonet pastores, ut recti ot plani 
sint Huscque aotionis vel oontempla- 
tionis arduuro et rigidem verticem 
causa invitandi et attrabendi ad se 
gregem Dei condescendentes leniter 
dimittant et infloctant, sio tamen, ut 
sibimet ipsis quoque semper intendant 
noc unquam a suimet consideratione 
mentis obtutu reflectant. Quorum 
linis indioat, ut severa increpatione 
indisciplinatos terreant, et si perti- 
naces fuerint, extrema sententia ab 
ecclesia repellant. Qutc omnia apos- 
tolus breviter insinuat ita : ' Kogamus 
vos, corripite inquietos, consolamini 
pusiilanimes, susoipito inflrmoe, pati- 
entes estote ad omnes.’ 1’orro anulus 
signaculum secretorum cselestium in- 
dicat, premonens praedicatores, ut sec- 
retam sapientiam Dei cum apostolo 
di ss ig n e n t et loquantur inter perfectos, 
quam velut signatam reticent imper* 
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Humbert evidently felt that, when the secular authority 
invested with the pastoral staff and ring, this represented a 
wholly false conception of its relation to ecclesiastical appoint- 
ments : these were the symbols of a spiritual office which 
could not be conferred by lay authority, and once given they 
superseded and overrode the rights of the electors and of the 
metropolitan. It would appear, then, that at least as early as 
1058-9 the objections to the investiture of a bishop with the 
ring and staff had taken definite form, and it was especially 
under these, terms that the position of the reforming party, 
with regard to the claims of the secular power to authority 
in ecclesiastical appointments, gradually took shape. We 
'must, however, be careful to notice that there runs through 
[the wiiole literature of the subject a certain ambiguity 
'about the term “ investiture ” : we cannot always be certain 


foetid, quibufl nondum solido oiho, sod 
nolo lac to opus out, hivo ut tanquom 
amici spoiun iidoi arrain sponsa* ipsius, 
quo out ecrlosia, nine inlormissiono 
oxhiboaut ot coinmendant . Quicumque 
orgo his duobus aliquem initiant, procul 
dubio omnem pastoralcm auotoritatom 
hoc pra-aumendo sibi vondicant. Nam 
post hire enoenia quod libonun indicium 
do talihus rectoribun iam datis clerus, 
plobs et ordo sou motropolitanus eos 
oonsecraturus habere potorunt, quis 
tantum superost ve, nisi conivent 7 
Sic enoeniatuH prius violentus invadit 
elerum, plobom et ordinem dominaturus, 
qqam ab eis cognoscatur, quirratur aut 
petatur. Hie metropolitanum aggredi- 
tur, non ub oo iam iudicandus cat, 
aed ipsiuu iudicaturus ; neque enim 
iam requirit aut rocipit eius iudicium, 
sod solum exigit ot extorquit aervitium, 
quod ei solum in oratione et unctione 
eat relictum. Quod enim sibi iam 
pertinet aut prodeat baoulum et anu- 
lum, quoa portat, reddere T Nunquid 
quia a laica persona dati sunt 7 Bed 
etiam a laioo baptiama datum non eat 
itemndum, aed oratione et unctione a 
aaoerdote. si aupervivitur, aupplendum ; 


sine quihus, nisi forte Buporvivatur, 
regnum ciclorum indubitanter intra- 
tur, cum Bine aqua- lavacro nuUus. 
Unde palain eat onuio episcopate ofli- 
cium in baculo et anulo eis datum, sine 
quorum imitiatioue ot auctoritate epis- 
eopari noquount, cum sine unctione 
visibili constet sanctis apostolis hoc 
attributum in sola perceptione our® 
paatoralirt, qua* baculo et anulo visi- 
biliter monstratus et datur. Rogo 
orgo, cur rodditur quod habetur, niai 
ut aut denuo res ecclosiastica sub liao 
specie iussionis vel donationis vendatur, 
aut ut priori venditioni corroborandie 
a metropolitano suisque suSraganeis 
subscrihatur, aut certe ut pricsumptio 
laica* ordinationis pallietur colore et 
velamonto quodam discipline clericalis. 
Quod si nec factum est neo fit, me hino 
aliquis mentitum arguat. Bed quod 
gravius est, non tantum prioribus tern- 
poribus recolitur et prsedicatur tale 
quid factum, sed nostril quoque cerni* 
tur ft soitur usitatum. Nonne steculi 
principes prius vendiderunt et vendunt 
eccleeiastica sub falso nomine investi- 
tionis, deinde metropolitan! sub tenore 
conaeorationia.” 
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/ whether it is being used in the technical sense of the bestowal 
of the pastoral staff and ring, or in the more general sense of 
appointment. 

We have then considered the general nature of the circum- 
tances out of which the conflict about investiture between 
Gregory VII. and Henry IV. arose, but before we deal with 
his we must take account of one particular dispute which had 
been going on for some time, and which may have had a 
considerable importance in producing the final rupture. This 
was the question of Milan. 

We cannot here deal with the grave troubles which 
had been caused in many places, but especially in Milan, by 
the determined attempt of the Papacy, especially after Pope 
Nicholas’s decree of 1059, to suppress the marriage of the 
clergy. 1 In the year 1059 Peter Damian and the Archbishop 
of Lucca had been sent to Milan to deal with these troubles, 
and it is plain that there was great contention in Milan about 
the exact nature of the authority of the Papal See in that 
city. 2 We are here concerned with the question which pres- 
ently arose as to the respective claims of the Pope and the 
emperor to the power of ratifying or rejecting the election of 
the Archbishops of Milan. We have a detailed account of the 
conflict in Arnulf’s history of the Archbishops of Milan, and 
while it is obvious that he writes as a partisan of the Im- 
perialist party, his statements furnish us with an important 
account of the standpoints of the conflicting parties. He 
contends that the ancient custom of the Italian kingdom had 
been that, on the death of a bishop, the king should, at the 
request of the clergy and people, appoint a successor. The 
Romans, he says, maintained that this was not canonical, and 
Hildebrand, when he was Archdeacon of Rome, endeavoured 
to abolish the old custom and to introduce a new rule that 
the consent of the Roman See should be recognised as neces- 
sary to an election. 3 On the death of Archbishop Wido in 


1 Nicholas II., ‘ Epp.,’ 7, 8. t 

* Peter Damian, ' Opusoulum,' v. 

* Arnulfus, ‘ Gesta Archiepiscoporum 

Mediolanenaram,' iii. 21 : “ Vetus 

quippe fuit Italic! regni condictio per- 


severans usque in hodiernuhi, ut de- 
funct is ecelesiarum prssulibus, rex 
provideat success© res Italicus, a olero 
et populo deoibiliter invitatus. Hoc 
Romani canonicum esse negant, sed 
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1 1071 the conflict broke out. Hcrlembald, who had been one 
of the principal leaders in the agitation against the married 
clergy, procured the election of a certain Atto by a part 
of the clergy and people, and with the permission of Rome. 
Amulf maintains that the larger part of the clergy and 
the wiser people desired to recognise the king’s rights and 
the older custom, and the bishops of the province having 
received flic king’s mandale, met at Novara and consecrated 
a certain Gotofrid as archbishop. ITildebrand, on his accession 
to the Papacy in 107.'5, summoned Gotofrid and his con- 
seerators to a synod, and confirmed the election of Atto. 1 
For the time being Henry IV. submitted, and in the 
letter already cited he acknowledged his faults and ex- 
pressed his willingness to accept the papal decision about 
Milan. 2 

} It was in 1075 that Gregory VII. issued the decree pro- 

f hibiting all lay “ investiture.” Unhappily we have no 
complete account of its terms : it is not contained in Gregory’s 
Register, and our only precise statement with regard to it is 
preserved in the work of Amulf to which we have just made 
reference. His report is, however, so brief and summary that 
we cannot, be certain that it gives us the exact terms of the 
decree. He says that Gregory, in a Synod at Rome, forbade 
the King (Henry IV.) to have any “ ius ” in granting bishop- 
ries, and that, he removed all lay people from the investiture 


instant ius arcludiaconus ille Hilde- 
prandus ; qui cum aliolilo voteri novum 
temptavit inducore constitutum, palam 
fatebatur, baud aerus tsedari po-hC 
Mediolanensem discidium, quam can- 
onicum habendo pastorem, ad quern 
eligendum neoeasarium dicebat Ro- 
manum (ore consensum.” 

1 Amulfus, ‘ Gesta Archiepiacoporum 
Mediolanonsium,’ iii. 25 : “ lam enim 
xuigravorat a wwulo aroluopisropua 
ille Wido (1071). . . . Ab dlo etenim 
die Arlembaldus, omni instat cona- 
mine, raodo cum cloro modo cum 
populo de eligendo agens epiaoopo, 
nova a Romanis accept a licentia. 


spreta vero regum voteri providentia. 
Verumtamen maior civitatis portio 
ex clero ao sapienti populo priscse 
conauetudini et regio intendebat 
lionori.” 

«v. 3 : “ Interea sufiraganei sedis 

Ambrosianac pontificos, accepto a rage 
mandat o, apud urbem oonvenientes 
Novariam, Uotefredo manum oonaecra- 
tioms imponunt. . , , 

iv. 4 : “ Cui parvo dierum inter- 

vals suocedit Hildeprandus . . . 
coram omni ccetu presentem laudavit 
Attonem, absque nutu regio, absente 
quoque Ambrosiano clero ao populo.” 

* See p. 03. 
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of churches. 1 * * * * * * It is possible that it was not intended to 
publish the decree at once, and that Gregory was willing to 
consider the possibility of modifying its terms — this seems 
to be implied in his letter to Henry IV. of January 1076.“ 
That Amulf's statement is substantially correct would seem 
clear, not only from the reference just cited, but from 
several other distinct references to the subject in his corre- 
spondence. 

In a letter of March 1077 to the Archbishop of Tours, 
Gregory says that he understands that the Princes of Brittany 
were willing for the future to give up the ancient but evil 
custom of claiming the right to the “ investiture ” of bishops 
and of selling their consent. 8 In a letter of May 1077 to 
Hugh the Bishop of Di4 he deals with the circumstances of 
the appointment of Gerard to the bishopric of Cambrai. He 
had been elected by the clergy and people, and had then 
received the bishopric from. Henry IV., and he pleaded that " 
hehad not known of Gregory's decree — the decree forbidding 
this— andlhat Henry had been excommunicated. Gregory' 
therefore expresses his willingness to accept his election, 
but on the condition that Gerard should declare this (i.e., his 
ignorance) before a council of the Archbishop and bishops 
of the province of Bheims. Gregory also instructs the Bishop 
of Did at this council to make it known to all those assembled 


1 Arnulfus, * Gesta Archiepiscoporum 

Mediolaneneium,’ i v. 7 : “ prtcf at as papa 

habits Bonus synodo palam interdicit 

regi, ius deinde habere aliquod in 
dandis episcopatibus, omnesque laicas 
ab investituris ecclesiarum summovet 
personas. Insuper facto anathomate 
cunctos regie clamat consiliarios, id 
ipsum regi comminatus, nisi in proximo 
huio obediat constitute. " 

* Gregory VII., ‘ Reg.,’ iii. 10 : 

“Attamen, ne haec supra znodum tibi 
gravia aut iniqua viderentur, per tuos 

fideles tibi mandavimus : ne jjrav® 
consuetudinis mntatio te commoverit ; 
mittere ad nos, quos eapientes et re* 
ligiosos in regno tuos invenire posses ; 

qui si aliqua rations demonstrate vel 


adstruere posaent, in quo, Balvo seterni 
Regis honore et sine periculo animarum 
nostrarum, promulgatam sanctorum 
patrum possemus temperare senten- 
tiam, eorum oomitiis condescend- 
eremus.” 

* Id. id., iv. 13 : “ Cum enim audi- 
vimus : principes illius term (Brittany) 
— contra antiquam et pessimam oon- 
suetudinem — pro reverentia Pei om- 
nipotentis et apostolical auotoritatis 
ulterius in ordinandis episcopis nec 
dominium investiture tenere nec 
pecuniae commodum querere veils, 
atque ob hoc ad apostolioam misisae 
sedem, ut in prafato loco iuxta 
sanctorum patrum statute legalis ordi- 
naretur episcopus.” 
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that no secular authority or person was to interfere with the 
bestowing of such offices, and that any metropolitan or bishop 
who should consecrate any one who had received a bishopric 
from a lay person would be deprived of his dignity and office. 1 
In March of the year 1078 Gregory accepted the same excuse, 
that he had not known of the papal decree, from Huzmann, 
Bishop of Spires, and in view of this confirmed him in his 
bishopric. 2 

It would seem then to be clear that the statement of Arnulf 
is correct, and that Gregory had in 1075 issued a decree deal- 
ing with the position of Henry IV. and with the question of 
lay appointments to bishoprics in general. In the decree 
of the Council held at Home in November 1078, the con- 
demnation of lay “ investitures ” is clearly expressed. In this 
decree it is said that, inasmuch as in many cases the “in- 
vestitures ” of churches have been made by lay persons, 
contrary to llie statutes of the Fathers, it is ordained that 
no ecclesiastic is to receive the “ investiture ” of a bishopric, 
abbey, or church from the hand of the emperor or king, or 
any lay person, man or woman, and that if he should do 
this the “ investiture ” would be void, and the person receiving 


1 Gregory VII., * Kog.,’ iv. 22 : " Ger- 
ardos Cameraconsis oloctus ad nos 
veniens, qualiter in oadem Camermiensi 
ecolesia ad locum regiminis assignat us 
nit, prompts nobia confessions manifes- 
tavit ; non donegang, post factam clari 
ot populi eleotionem donum episoopatus 
ab Heinrico rogo so accepisse ; defen - 
aionern autem proponens et multum 
nobia offerens : se noque decretum 
nostrum de prohibitions huiusceznndi 
acceptionis, nec ipsum Heinricum re- 
gain a nobis excomiuunicatum fuisse, 
aliqua certa mamfestat tone cogno- 
visse ....... 

ut, eonservanda deinceps in promo- 
vendis episcopis canonioa et apoatolioa 
auotoritate ; nullus motropoli tanorum 
aut quivis episcoporum alicui, qui a laica 
persona donum episoopatus susceperit, 
ad eonsecrandum ilium imponere 


manum audeat ; nisi dignitatis sure 
honoro officioque oarere et ipse velit. 
Similiter etiam : ut nulla potestae aut 
aliqua persona de huiusmodi honoris 
donations vel aeceptione ulterius Be 
intromittere debeat ; quod si ptre- 
sumpserit, eadem aententia et anim- 
adversionis censura, quam beatus 
Adrianus papa in ootava synodo de 
huiusmodi prresumptoribus et saerre 
auctoritatis corruptoribus statuit atque 
firms vit, se astrictum ao ligatum fore 
eognoscat.” 

‘ Id. id., v. 18 : “ Quodsi, secundum 
legati tui verba, decretum nostrum 
ante investituram pro certo non cog- 
novisti, ofiioium episcopale faoiendi 
faculfatem et licentiam tibi conce- 
dimus ; eo tamen tenore, ut oportuno 
tempore -nobis vel legatis noetrig de 
obiectis te satisfacturum reprresentea.” 



CHAP, n.] PROHIBITION OP LAY “ INVESTITURE.” 


79 


it would be excommunicated. 1 It is also laid down that all 
appointments which were simoniacal, or were made without 
the consent of the clergy and people, and the approval of 
those to whom the right of consecration belonged, were to 
be reckoned as void. 2 The Boman Council of March 1080 
repeated this prohibition, and added some very important 
provisions. If any person for the future should receive 
a bishopric or abbey from the hand of any lay person, 
he was not to be reckoned among the bishops or abbots, 
and any person either receiving or giving “ investiture ” 
was to be excommunicated. 3 When there was a vacancy in 
any church the Apostolic See or the metropolitan was to 
send a bishop, under whose direction the clergy and people, 
without fear or favour of any secular interference, were to 
elect a pastor, with the consent of the Apostolic See or 
the metropolitan. If they should act otherwise, the election 
would be void, and they would lose the power of election, 
which would pass to the Apostolic See or the metropolitan. 1 


1 Greg. VII., ‘ Rep.’ 5. b : “ Quoniam 
investitures eccleHiarum contra Btatuta 
sanctorum patrum a laicis porsonis in 
multis partibus cognovimua fieri ot ex 
eo plurimas port urbati ones in ecclosia 
oriri, ex quibus Christiana roligio 
conculcatur, decernimus : ut nullus 
olericorum investituram opiscopatus vel 
abbatiee vel eccleaiao de manu irapera- 
torie vel regis vel alicuius laicau persons', 
viri vel feminse, suseipiat. Quod si 
prtesumpeerit, reeognoecat : inveutitur- 
am illam apostolica auctontate irritam 
esse, et se usque ad condignam satisfac- 
tionem exconmranicationi subiacero.” 

* Id. id., 5. b : “ Ordinationes, 

qusa interveniente pretio vel pre- 
cibufl vel obsequio alicuius personte 
ea intentione impenso, vel qute non 
oommuni consensu cleri et populi 
secundum canonicas sanctiones fiunt, 
et ab his ad quos consecratio pePtinet 
non comprobantur, irritas esse 
diiudicamus. Quoniam, qui taliter 
ordinantur, non per ostium id est per 


Christum intrant, sod, ut ipsa veritas 
testatur, fures sunt et latronos." 

3 Id. id., vii. 14 a, p. 398 : “ si quis 
doinceps episcopatum vel abbatiam de 
manu alicuius laicec personas susceperit, 
nullatenuB inter episcopos vel abbates 
habeatur nee ulla ei ut epiBcopo seu 
abbati audientia concedatur. Insuper 
etiam oi gratiam sancti Petri et in- 
troitum ecelesia; interdicimus, quo 
usque locum, quera sub crimine tarn 
ambitionis quain inobedienti® quod 
est scolus idolatriac, eepit resipiscendo 
non deserit. . . . Item si quis impera- 
torum rogum durum marchionum 
comitatum vel quilibet stecularium 
potestatuin aut personarum investi- 
turam episcopatuum vel alicuius ec- 
clesiastics dignitatis dare prtesump- 
serit, eiusdem sontentiec vinculo se 
obstrictum esse suiat.” 

* Id. id., vii. 14 a, p. 400 : “ Quotiens, 
defuncto pastore alicuius eoclesise, 
alius est ei canonice subrogandus, 
instantia visitatoris episcopi, qui si 
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With these decrees of the Council of Borne of 1080 the 
position of Gregory VII. with regard to the relations of 
the secular authority to the appointment of bishops and 
abbots was fully developed. This does not mean, however, 
that we can be quite certain in our interpretation of his 
position. He does dogmatically and clearly prohibit all lay 
“investiture,” but whether this means that he intended to 
forbid the secular authorities to have any place in ecclesiasti- 
cal appointments is not quite clear. / As we have already 
seen, the word “ investiture ” had a technical sense, but it 
was not always used technically, and we cannot be confident 
as to the precise meaning of the phrase in theBe statements 
and decrees of Gregory which we have cited. It was only 
in tho course of the controversy which followed that these 
ambiguities were gradually cleared up. "< 


ab apostolioa vol metropolitana aoclo 
directus out, clcrus ot populus, remota 
omni Bteculari ambitione tirnore atque 
gratia, apostolic® sodis vol metro, 
politani sui consensu pastorem sibi 
secundum Deum eligat. Quodsi cor- 
ruptus aliquo vitio alitor agere prse- 


aumpaerit, eloctionis perperam facto 
Omni frurtu care bit ; et do cstero 
nullam electionia potoatatem habebit ; 
olectionia vero potestaa omnia in do 
liberationo nodi a apostolic® give motro- 
politani aui consiatat.” 



81 


CHAPTER III. 

THE DISCUSSION OF THE “ INVESTITURE ” QUESTION — I. 

We have endeavoured to trace some of the circumstances 
which led up to the prohibition of lay “ investiture ” in the 
year 1075. We have now to consider the history of the 
controversy which this raised, and to inquire into the 
precise nature of the matter in dispute, as it presented 
itself to the minds of the disputants. Ab we shall see, the 
controversy frequently tended to turn on the question of 
the use of the pastoral staff and the episcopal ring in “ investi- 
ture,” but it is clear that this was not the real subject in 
dispute. The matters which were really important were, on 
the papal side, the principle that ecclesiastical appointments 
should not be absolutely controlled by the secular power; 
on the imperialist, the principle that the secular power was 
entitled to some voice in such appointments. 

We have a temperate statement of the imperialist position 
in the treatise or letter composed in the name of Theodoric, 
the Bishop of Verdun, by Wenrich of Trier, in the years 
1081-82. 1 He admits that there is some appearance of 
reason in the contention that bisho ps should not be appointed 
by the prince. He complains, however, that the prohibition 
of this had been put out with undue violence and haste, and 
that the real motive for it was not zeal for religion, but 
hatred of the prince (i.e., Henry IV.). Appointments made 
by .Rudolph of Suabia and by other kings were sanctioned, 

1 The date is carefully discussed by Lite,’ vol. i. pp. 280-284. 

K. Fraocke in U. G. H., ‘ Li belli do 

VOL. IV. F 



62 


THE INVESTITURE CONTROVERSY. 


[part tl 


or at least treated with consideration, while bishops who 
were faithful to Henry IV., even though properly elected 
and received by the common consent, were condemned and 
excommunicated. And, further, he contends that this custom, 
that is of appointment by the prince, had at least existed and 
been approved for many ages, and he citeB the accounts of the 
appointments of priests by the Kings of Israel, the precedents 
of the Maccabean period, and various passages from the 
writings of Gregory the Great and Isidore of Seville. 1 

The imperialist position is drawn out much more com- 
pletely in a work, written probably in the year 1086, by 
Wido, Bishop of Ferrara. 2 He gives a brief account of the 
arguments against the imperial “ investitures ” of bishops, and 
specially mentions some passages from the writings of St 
Ambrose which might be cited in support of these conten- 
tions, but sets them aside as not really relevant to the matter 
in dispute. He urges that it is necessary to distinguish 
clearly between two aspects of the position of the bishop. 
On the one hand his office is spiritual, and all his. spiritual 
powers are given to him by the Holy Spirit, through the 
ministry of other bishops. On the other hand he has 
secular authority and possessions, and these are given to him 


1 Wenrioh of Trier, ' Epistola,’ 8 : 

“ Hind sane, quod do (reolesiast icia 
ventilator boneficiia ab omni seeulartum 
iure perpetua omunitato assorendin, do 
episcopis quoquo manu prinoipia in 
episoopatuin minime introducoudis, olsi 
pro rei novitute pnmo eui aspect u 
offensionom general, aliqtiam tumen 
speciem rationis exhibet, si non res vol 
tali tempore mota vel tali impetu pro- 
perata vel tali foret contention© agitata. 
Quia enim non videat, non ex religionis 
telo, aed ex principle odio hauc actitari, 
cum peraoniB per aocrara Roduili dex- 
teram non introduces, aed subintro- 
duotia, benedict iones non negentur, 
pallia domum tranamittantur ; cum 
Ilia, qui sub aliia regibus degnnt, mitius 
agatur, nostris autem episeopis, archi- 
epiacopia legitime eleotia, oommuni 


ashonsu reoeptis, laica etiam communio 
inturdicatur ; et in nulla deprehensi 
culpa, Hoinrico solo quia fidem tonont 
et periurare timent, reprobi iudicentur. 

Sane, ut ad propositum revertamur, 
consuetudo ista a sanctios patribua 
in nostra tempera permanavit, longa 
iam state sennit, sub lege rocepta, sub 
gratia roborata, longa status sui diu- 
turnitate invaluit. Quod plane ita esse 
inveniet, qui scriptures ranonicas re- 
volvere et eis intendere voluerit.” 

This is followed by references to the 
Old Testament, to the Maccabean 
period^ and to St Isidore of Seville 
and St Gregory the Great. 

* Cf. M. G. H., ‘ Lib. de Lite,’ vol. 
i. pp. 629-532. 
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by the prince. The spiritual powers given to him by the 
Holy Spirit are not subject to the imperial power, but the 
tenure of the secular things, as they are granted by the 
secular power, must be renewed by the successive holders 
of that authority. It is here that he finds the explanation 
and justification of the fact that, as he maintains, the power 
of “ investiture ” was granted to the emperors by Pope 
Hadrian I. and Pope Leo III. He adds that this was 
also done in order to prevent the popular disturbances 
which were often incidental to episcopal elections . 1 


1 Wido, ‘Do Scismato Hildebrandi,’ 
1 Libelli do Lite,’ vol. i. p. 064 : “ Qum 
omnia si discrete acoipias, nichil impera- 
toriart investitiones impedmnt. Duo 
siquidem iura conceduntur epiaropm 
omnibus, spiritualo vol divinum umim, 
aliud Heculare ; ot aliud quidem cadi, 
aliud vero fori. Nam omnia qua- aunt, 
episcopalis officii spiritualia Bunt, divinu 
eunt, quia, licet per mininterium epis- 
copi, tamen a sane to Spiritu concod- 
untur. At voro iudicia xocularia ot 
omnia, qua) a mundi prinoipibus ot 
aocularibus hominibus a'cclesua conced- 
untur, aicut sunt curtos ot prsrdia 
omniaque regalia, licet in ius divinum 
transeant, dicuntur tamen HOcularia, 
quasi a secularibus concessa. Itaquo 
divina ilia a sancto Spiritu tradita iin- 
peratoriee potestati constat non esse 
subiecta. Qua; vero aunt ab impera- 
toribus tradita, quia non sunt aecclesiis 
perpetuo iure manentia, nisi succeden- 
tium imperatorum et regum fuerint 
iteratione concessa, dicuntur profecto 
quodammodo regibus et imporatoribus 
subdita, quia nisi per succedentes im- 
peratores et reges fuerint ecclesiis con- 
firmata, revertuntur ad imperial ia iura. 
Sicut enim imperium et regnum non 
est suceessorium, sic iura quoq^e reg- 
norum et imperatorum suooesBoria non 
sunt, nec regibus et imperatoribus per- 
petim manere poesunt. Si vero per- 
petim non manent illis, qualiter his, 


quibus traduntur, porpetim manere 
possunt ? Sicut enim regnum et im> 
peri um ab homine transit in hominem, 
sic iura regni manont cum rege monente 
sibi regno, et cum illo non manent non 
manonto sibi imporio vol regno. Quo- 
circa satis visum ost utile, ut imporialia 
iura et regalia semel u'cclowiia tradita, 
crebra roguin et imperatorum investi- 
cione firmontur, qu«e ex conoessione 
alicuius unius imperatoris vel regis per- 
petim illi manere non possunt. Divina 
orgo ilia Hancto Spiritu per ministrum 
aliquem tradita ad imperatores et reges 
non sunt pertinentia ; ilia vero ab im- 
peratoribus et regibus concessa et 
eorum confirmationibus indigentia, im- 
peratoribus sunt et regibus subdita, eo 
quod sunt per illos habita et per illos 
habenda. Unde suocedentibus postea 
temporibus salubriter est a posteris 
Romans; sedis episcopiB institutum et 
imperatoribus uoncessum, ut secclesi- 
arum investituras habeant, non dico 
parietum sacrorum et altarium, qua; 
non sunt eorum, sod a;cclesiasticarum 
rerum ; quibus invest ientibus et pri- 
orum confirmatur traditio et affectan- 
tium frenatur ambitio et popularis 
cessat seditio. Hanc concessionem 
Adrianus apostolicus Karolo, Leo 
tercius Ludoico, alii vero Romani pon> 
tifices aliis atque aliis imperatoribus 
confirmaverunt, eo videlicet oonsilio, 
ut defensores Christiana* rei publicas 
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Wido finds a further confirmation of hiB view of the 
legitimate place of the prince in episcopal elections in the 
provisions of the decree of Pope Nicholas II., as he under- 
stands it, that no one should become Bishop of Rome without 
the imperial consent. He attributes this in large measure 
to the recognition of the disorders attendant upon episcopal 
elections when they were uncont rolled by the secular power, 
and especially to the conflict of the three occupants of the 
Papal See before the intervention of Henry 111., as well as 
to the recognition that all the secular authority of the bishop 
was derived from kings and emperors, and could not be held 
except under their grant ; and he urges that it waB only by 
this authority that the clergy could claim exemption from 
any form of taxation. 1 lie then quotes from the correspon- 


fierent et in clectiorubus opiseoporum 
turbafio pnpulariuin ronquioscorot.” 

It is maintained by E. JJummler, tho 
editor of tho treatise in tho * Libolli do 
Lite,’ that this is the earliest reference 
to the spurious document here referred 
to. E. Bornheim (‘ Forschungen zur 
Deutschen Geschichte,’ xv. p. 636) en- 
deavours to prove that it was pro- 
duced between the years 1084 and 
1087. 

* Id. id. id., p. 666 : “ Hinc etiam 
Nicolai papa- concilium Rom® fac- 
tum approbant et commondont, in quo 
cangregatis centum et octo episcopis 
omnibus canfirmantibus sancxit, ut 
nullus deinceps Roma- poneretur epis- 
copus, nisi christisno consonticnte prin- 
cipe, qui regni gubernacula tenuisset 
pro tempore. Quod enim ignorabatur 
prius temporibus illius Do us voluit 
revelari, quodque fuerat clausum 
erupit, ut univerei oognosoerent , quom 
multiplice* in eligendis episcopis con- 
tentiones emergere potuissent, si im- 
peratoree et reges ordinal i non essent. 
Nam ante prwfati Nicolai pontifitium 
tree annul invaserant apoatolatum et 
omnee apostolici dice bant ur. Bed Bicut 
se pe contigerat temporibus oliorum 
imperatorum, quod huiusmodi Romanic 


pedis contontionos per imperatores sub- 
lata- sunt, sic etiam tres illi certatim 
positi ot per contentionem olocti regia 
potentia turpiter oiecti sunt. IUud 
etiam innotuit, quod, seculoria iudicia 
et placita. Kernel ecclesiis ab impera- 
toribus tradita, succossorum essent in- 
vestitionibus confirmonda, si omnia 
regalia et omnia publica iuro perpetim 
ecclesiis manere non poterant, nisi suc- 
cedontium sibi regum frequenti fuissent 
iterationo concossu. Quod autem 
omnia placita seculoria et iuditia et 
regalia et publica iura et vectigalia 
scilicet et tribute regum sunt et im- 
peratorum, vel ab illis aliis tradita, 
apostoli dicentis verba denunciant : 
‘ Omnia,' inquit, ‘ anima potestatibus 
sublimioribus subdita sit. Non est 
enim potestas nisi a Deo, qu«e autem 
sunt, Dei ordinatione ordinata sunt.’ 
Item l’etrus coapostolus eius : 4 Subditi 
estote,’ inquit, ‘ omni humane creature 
propter Deum : sive regi, quasi pre- 
cellenti, give ducibus, tamquam ab eo 
missis.' Qui bus verbis innuitur, quod 
nulluif seculare ius episcopis relin- 
quitur nec potestatem aliquam eciam 
in colonos et in ecclesie famuloe, de- 
canoe et villicos, si non regia auctori- 
tate sit illis concessum. Sed nec ipsi 
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dence of Braulio with Isidore of Seville, some passages to show 
that Isidore recognised the authority of the king in the 
creation of bishops. Finally, he urges that those who con- 
tended that the appointment of bishops belonged only to the 
clergy should remember that it was Moses, although he was 
not a priest, through whom God gave the law and ordered 
the priesthood, and that if this had been permitted to one 
who held no sacred office it need not be thought improper 
that emperors and kings should appoint to bishopries, for 
they received an unction greater and more honourable in 
some respects than the priest, and they were not to be 
reckoned as mere laymen. 1 

If we endeavour t o consider those arguments and to measure 
their significance, it would seem that the really important con- 
sideration which Wido urged was that the temporalities of the 
bishop can only be recognised as his, subject to the secular 
authority, and that it is the prince who must grant them. 
He was also aware that there was a considerable body of 
precedents for the secular claim to authority in the appoint- 
ment of bishops, even apart from the evidence of the spurious 
documents of Hadrian 1. and Leo 111., which as it seems he 
was the first to use, and he urged that the imperial authority 
had been very serviceable in restoring order to the Church. 

clenci publicis vectigalihus et tnbutis considerare, quod Moyses aacerdos non 
absolvi posaunt, si non eadem auctori- fuerit, quern tamun Dominus lurahel- 
tate aolvantur. Omnibus enim ab itico populo prseposuit et tantam illi 
apostolo dioitur : * Reddite omnibus gratiani contulit, ut per earn legem 

debits, eui tributum tributum, oui dodnril, per mini sacerdotes erdinandos 
vectigal vectigal, eul tunorem timorem, instituent, per eum tabornaculum 
cui honorem honorem ’ ot cetera. Et fieri prasceperit, per ilium quoque vasa 
ne quisquam sanctom Doi ecclesiam ab tompli et miniatros et muiisteria et 
his diceret liberam, nec regibus et ritus et sacrifitia facionda mandaverit. 
imperatoribus obnoxiam, ipso dominus Et si base illi nullo sacro funoto offleia 
Iesus, qui so nobis in omnibus preebuit coneessa sunt, cur videatur indignum 
form am c ui usque vita nobis debet esse si per imperatores et reges fiant ordina- 
magistra, pro so tributum solvit et tiones coclesiarum, cum maiorero unc- 
solvendum retro mandavit, quem tionem et quodammodo digniorem 
eoolesiee sues principem UAo prse- ipsis eciam sarerdotibus habeant T 
vidit.” Unde nec debent inter laicos computari, 

1 Id. id. id., p. 566 : “ Qui putant sed per unctionis meritum in sort* 
ordinationes ecclesiarum saoerdoti- sunt Domini deputandi ” 
bus pertinere, dignentur etiaru illud 
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What importance may belong to his last argument, that the 
emperor or king was, in virtue of his anointing, no mere 
layman, we shall have occasion to consider again. The most 
important contention is the first, for it already foreshadows 
the nature of the settlement which was arrived at in 1122 
at Worms. 


We must now compare with the position of Wenrich and 
Wido, the views and arguments of some of the earlier de- 
fenders of the action of Gregory VII. in prohibiting lay 
“ investiture.” The first of these is Manegold of Lau tenbach . 
whose treatise, ‘ Ad Gebehardum,’ "was written probably in 
1085. 

■ He quotes the prohibition in the form of the decree of the 
Roman Council of 1078, and maintains with characteristic 
vehemence that it represents the Catholic tradition, the 
decisions of Councils, and the judgment of the Fathers. He 
urges especially a regulation of the so-eallcd Apostolical 
Canons, the often-quoted affirmation of Pope Leo I. that 
no one could be held to be a bishop who had not been elected 
by the clergy, demanded by the people, and consecrated by 
the bishops of the province with the approval of the metro- 
politan, and the equally well-known saying of Pope Celestine 
1. (which he attributes to Innocent I.), that no bishop might be 
imposed upon an unwilling people ; and he argues that if this 
is true it is obvious that bishops cannot be appointed by 
kings and princes at their arbitrary will. 1 


1 llanegold. ‘ Ad Gebehardum,’ 60 : 
" Statutum vero eius de episoopis 
per manum principle in episeopatum 
non introduoendie quam sit catholi- 
cum, quam eoclemastico dispensation! 
oongruum et necessarium, liquido 
poeuent oognoaoere, si deoreta apos- 
tolica, si autentica concilia, si diveraos 
diversoram patrum tractatus vellent 
legare, ai ea quo ignorant pie querere 
quam que ofieruntur mallent repre- 
hendare, si secundum leges sacras 
decernere et non ipeas prosoribere vel 


do ipsis contra ius et fas eligerent 
iudicare. . . . 

61. “ Nunc vero idem statutum 
ponamus, ut sanctis patribus quam 
Bit consonum, plenius ostendere vale- 
am us. ‘ Decernimua,’ inquid, * ut 
nullus clerioorum investituras epis- 
oopatus vel abbatie seu prepoeiture 
de manu imperatoris vel regie vel 
alicuius *laice persona, viri vel famine, 
suscipiat. Quod si presumpserit, re- 
oognoaoat investituram ill am apoetolica 
auotoritate irritam esse.' Quicunque 
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A little later he denotmces in terms similar to those 
of Cardinal Humbert, to which we have already referred, 
the ignoble arts by which many curried favour with the 


eium canones, qm dicuntur aposto- 
loruin, per Clomentem Romanum 
pontifioem pro] a toe in noticia habuent, 
hec statute ex eisdem profluxisse 
cognoscit Scnptum est enim capita 
xxi . ‘ Si quia episcopus aeculanbua 

potestatibus usus ecelesiam per ipsos 
obtinuit, deponatur et sogregetur om- 
neBque qui llli communicant ’ Hec 
enim licet ad testimonium prolate 
tei suffecerint, tamon de locandis 
episropie quid sit tenendum, Loo 
doctor pleniuB oatendit Ait ‘ Cum 
de summi sacerdotis elect lono trac- 
tabimus, llle omnibus prseponatur, 
quern < lori plobisquo consensus con- 
corditer poBtulavent Motropobtum 
uidicio ib saltern praponatur qui mai 
onbus studus ot men! ib adiuvatur ’ 
(Leo. I., * Ep 14 ) 

Quicunque omm diligonter ot 
fideliter pra diotam hums sonct lssimi 
patns sententiam considerat, nequa 
quam epiacopatus ad regie voluntatis 
nutum dispensandos ultra pronuntiat, 
nisi in apertom corruens insamam 
eandem caasare contendat Non enim 
dictum ost : ‘ llle omnibus praiponatur, 
quern rex voluent,’ sed ‘ quern cleri 
plebmque consensus concorditor postu- 
lavent * , nee, ‘ regis arbitrio qui melius 
ei servivit,’ sed, * metropolitan! ludicio 
is preponatur, qui maionbuB mentis 
adiuvatur ' Si eium alia hums rei 
testimorua deessont, sola hac sententia 
fiuam stulticiam conpescore deberent, 
que et apostohea auctontate et plena 
viget ratione Sed et illud eiusdem 
patns subnotemus teatiraomum, quo 
sui succesaons, nostri videlicet apoe- 
tobci, firmius roboretur sAtutum. 
Scnbit ernrn Bustico Narbonensi 
epiacopo dieena : ‘ Nulla emit 

ratio, ut inter epiBCopoa habeantur, 


qui nec a clencia aunt olecti nee a 
plebibua expetiti nec a o om pro vinci - 
alibus episcopia cum metropolitan! 
luditio conaccrati Unde cum aepe 
questio de male accepto honore nas- 
catrn, quia ambigat nequaquam ab 
istis esse tnbuendum quod non docetur 
fuisso collatum t ’ (Leo I , ‘ Ep 
107 ) Si igitur, aicut Leo assent, 
non aunt episcopi, qui a clencis 
non sunt electi nec a plebibus expetiti, 
quomodo clerin llloa eligunt, quos 
numquam \iderunt * Quomodo plebea 
expetunt, quorum nec famam ali- 
quando audieiunt, sed volint nolint 
( nguntur susupere ? quorum vitam, 
actus, mores ot ingemum, aepe otiam 
gonus vcl patnam constat eoa igno- 
rate ? 

Jncassum enim predioti patres tanta 
dihgnntia cligi epiacopoa preoipiunt, 
tanta distnctione examinari mstituunt, 
si ad tuiuscumquo regie vol pnncipis 
nutum opiacopale dispensatur offlcium. 
Hoc enim modo clerua vel populus 
non rectores eligere, aed violent* potea- 
tato dominos eoguntur auscipere. Si 
enim regea vol imporatoroa quoscunque 
libuent, sive corporali aervitio deliniti 
sive privata aliqua gratia adducti, 
regendis populia libere mgerunt ao pro 
suo arbitrio occlesiastica regimma con- 
dunt, vacat illud, quod Innocentius 
papa hoc super negotio preoipit omni- 
busque orthodoxia tenendum con- 
scnbit ‘ Nullu8,’ inquid, * invitis 
detur episcopus Clen et plebia et 
ordims consensus et desidenum requi- 
ratur Tunc alter de altora ebgatur 
ecclesia, si de ipsius civitatis clero, 
cui est episcopus ordinandus, nullus 
(dignus), quod evemre non credimus, 
potuent repenn. Pnmum enim 1 U 1 
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secular authorities, and endeavoured to obtain ecclesiastical 
offices . 1 

Manegold then, with evident reference to the arguments 
of Wcnrich, discusses the alleged precedents of the Maccabean 
period, and contends that these had been misunderstood, but 
that, even if this were not so, they would have no authority, 


reprobandi mint, ut aliqui do alienia 
eoclesiia merito prefemntur. Halieat 
unuaquiaquo auo fructum milieio in 
ecclesia, in qua per omnia oflicin aunm 
tranaegit etatom. In oliona (itipendia 
minime obropat, noquo alii dnbitam 
alter audoat vendicare merredom.’ 
(Cff'lestinue I., ‘ Kp.,’ 4.) Predicti 
onim patria sentcnlia nulla potent 
ratione conatare, hi rogibim vel qui- 
buaquo potent ibua liberum eat, ut 
inti asaerunt, rogeridia plehibua quos 
collibuerit proponere. Notandum 
aano quod difitur : ‘ Cirri, plobia ot 

ordinia ronaenaua ot doaidorium roqui- 
ratur.' Cur euim princijioa illorum 
consonsum quororent, auper quoa 
oonatituendi quos vellont potest atom 
haborent J Hue onim accedit, quod 
ploraque regna et imporia per diveraaa 
linguae et variaa nationee ampliaaiina 
diatenduutur latitudine. In quorum 
loraitan tormino cum aliquis nntis- 
titum obicrit, rex vol princops forlassm 
in alio tuno regni continio degona ad 
deaolatam aodero aepiaaime deatinat, 
cuius populua non dioo mores et 
merits, sod, quod maxime nneesaari- 
ura eat, locutionem penitus ignorat. 
Nequaquam hie olori, plobia ot ordinia 
conaensua requiritur. sod contra pre- 
dict! doctoris aontontinm potiua op- 
pressor quam rector invitis ingeritur. 
Nee otiose pretereundum, quod pro- 
cipitur, ut prius clerua ipeius civitatis 
examinetur et, si ibi nullua dignua 
invenitur, tunc demum alter do altera 
eocleaia eligatur. Cur autem hec 
discuasio agitur, ai nec de propria 
oivitate nec de alia quern volunt licet 


elignrc, sed quemeunquo princops 
volucrit eoguntur auacipere. Ergo ai 
veatra de potentate regum Bententia 
conatiterit, premissorum patrum teati- 
monium do cligondis aacerdotibua 
falaum erit. Quod ai nullua voatrum 
quam via demontia inaaniena audebit 
vel muttire, planum immo necea- 
aarium cat poteatatem, quam regibua 
do locando aacerdotio datia, vacillare, 
immo penituR non exiatere.” 

1 Id. id., 63 : “ ManifeBtum eat 

autem, iatos de quibua agimua, non 
pro etema mercodo loca docendi 
appetere, aod faatu aecularia glorie ct 
potentio cupiditato invadere, qui, 
dum uullo religionia cultu, nullo vir- 
tu turn ornatu ad id optinendum 
fulciuntur, aecularium atquo poton- 
tum patrociniia ad supplomentum 
aue libidinia abutuntur. 


Isti ergo, cum omni tempore reapoctu 
potentic curie dcsorviant, totiua humili- 
tatiu ignori more aecularium pompis 
vestium, faleria equorum inaerviant 
et quodam modo muliebribua mun- 
diciis delibutei erecto eollo, pingui 
oorvicc inccdant, nee habitum religionia 
saltern aasumont, merito iuxta Gre- 
gorium pro noopliitia aunt habendi et 
a Iocia regiminum penitua arcendi. . . . 
Nunquid non aperte hac sententia 
denotati sunt, qui presenti etiam tem- 
pore, dum omnem etatem multia 
lasciviia, ludicris ot publicis spectaculis 
insumunt, repente per principum 
favorem ad pontificalem celaitudinem 
erumpunt, id videlicet auscipientee 
dooere, quod ipsi nunquam didicero ? " 
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for the Books of Maccabees do not properly belong to the 
Canon of Scripture . 1 * In the same way he argues that the 
alleged appointment of Sadoc as High Priest by Solomon 
was a mistake ; but that, even if correct, it would not prove 
anything, for even if such an authority had been given to 
kings under the circumstances of those times, it would not 
justify this under the new dispensation . 3 

The contention of Wenrich that St Isidore and St Gregory 
the Great recognised the rightful authority of kings and 
emperors in the appointment of bishops he considers at con- 
siderable length, and argues that the passages from their 
writings which Wenrich had cited had been misunderstood, 
and then brings forward a great many citations to show 
that the elections to the Boman See had not been subject 
to any secular authority, while, on the other hand, the Pope 
had authority in the appointment of bishops, and in the 
constitution of new dioceses.* 

Having thus dealt with the arguments which had been 
used in defence of the appointment of bishops by the secular 
authority, he urges the absurdity as well as the impropriety 
of the investiture of bishops by the king with the ring and 
staff, for these were the symbols of spiritual mysteries and, 
as Manegold says, it was customary that they should be given 
again by the consecrating bishops after they had been re- 
ceived from the king ; this was a manifest absurdity . 1 

1 Id. id., 65. * Id. id., 64 : “ Sed diligentius 

* Id. id., 66 : “ Si enim hoc regibus intueamur ordinem, quo per secularos 

illiu sub umbra adliuc aliqua vel potestatcs looari contendunt honorea 
temporis vel cause dispensation© con- pontificates. A regibus autem baeulos, 
cessum asset, non ideo nova I went e pastoralis videlicet sollicitudinis sus- 
gratia et veritato ita faciendum exist- tentotionem indicantes, solent accipere 
eret, reprobato, ut dicit apostolus, et anulos, eelestium secretorum signa- 
prooedente mandate pro infirmitate et cula dcsignantes, oorum traditione 
inutilitat© eius, per quod nichil ad investiro, sed tamen postmodum 
perfectum adductum assent, ut meli- eosdem baeulos et anulos cum epis- 
ode testament], cuius Christus sponsor copali benedictions iterata commenda- 
f actus eet, participes efficiamur^ am- tione recipe re Aut enim precedent 
bulentes videlicet in novitate spiritus a regibus acceptio valet, viget et 
et non in vetustate litere." constat, aut sequens episcoporum 

* Id. id., 57-63. commendatio vacat, resoivitur et 
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Manegold urges with vehemence his contention against the 
claim of the secular authority to appoint bishops, as well as 
against the “ investiture ” with ring and staff by laymen, but 
it is not clear that he intended to maintain that the secular 
authority should have no voice in the appointment. It is 
the arbitrary action of the prince which he rejects : it does 
not seem as though his mind would necessarily have been 
closed to some compromise. 

In 1087, the year after Wido of Ferrara had written the 
treatise which we have considered, Cardinal Deusdedit pro- 
duced his * Oollectio Canonum,’ in which he set out a number 
of authoritative passages which required the freedom of epis- 
copal election, and condemned the appointment of bishops by 
the secular power. 1 In 1097 Deusdedit. set about the com- 
position of a work, * Libellus contra invasores et symoniacos,’ 
in which he argues the question in detail. He begins by 
setting out the purpose of his work, and describes it as a 
reply to those simoniacal and schismatic persons who say 
that the Church of Christ is subject to the royal power, and 
that the king can appoint the ministers of religion at his 
discretion, and has the right to transfer the property of the 
Church to himself or to others as he pleases. He protests, 
however, that in Baying this he must not be thought to be 
derogating from the royal honour, for the office of the priest 
is one and that of the king another. Bach has need of the 
other, and neither should intrude upon the functions of the 
other. 2 


vacillat. Ambe enim constare simul 
ncquaquom poesunt. Si onim pre- 
cedent constiterit, impium et pro- 
fanuxa eat sequenter iterari, quod 
prius rite aotum potest comprobari. 
Si autem, aicut nec ipsi negant, Bed 
fatuntur et affirmant, absque ulla 
quest ione eandem commendationem 
consecra tores episoopoe in conaecra- 
tione Decease eat implore, impium et 
proianum omnique eet libertate deri- 
dendum et omni fatuitate stultiui, 


immo insaniua iudicandum, in divinis 
rebus, in dominicis sacramentis ilia 
agere, quo ipse qui agit poetmodum 
iteranda non ambigit.” 

> Cardinal Deusdedit, ‘Colleotio 
Canonum,’ t.g., i. 93, 96, 97, 196; 
iv. H, 16, 17, 20, 146. 

* Dnisdedit, ‘ Libellus contra in- 
vasores,’ &o. Prologue : “ Opitulante 
domini Dei nostri dementia, qui noe 
et sermoaes noetroe suo mirabili nutu 
regit atque disponit, acoingimur 
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He commences, therefore, by citing the sentence from the bo- 
called Apostolical Canons: ‘‘Siqnis episcopus ssecularibus potes- 
tatibus usus ecclesiam per ipsis obtineat, deponatur ; et segre- 
gentur omnes qui illi communicant.” He thinks that this 
was promulgated by the Apostles foreseeing that the time 
would come when the Temporal power would be converted to 
Christianity, and would be tempted to impose its authority upon 
the Church, and to appoint its ministers by its own authority 
and at its pleasure. He is aware that the authenticity of these 
Canons had been questioned, but maintains that, they had 
been recognised by various Councils and Fathers ; and he 
urges that for a long time the Church kept this tradition 
inviolate, and the clergy and people of each church elected 
their own bishop . 1 This custom continued until the churches 
grew numerous and wealthy, and was recognised as binding 
by Popes and emperors. The first emperors who violated this 


respondere symoniaoiH et scismaticis, 
qui dieunt reguli potestati Christi 
occlesiam subiacere, ut oi pro suo 
libitu vel proco vel pretio vel gratia 
liceat postures imponere, oiuaquo pus 
sessiones vel in sua vel in cuius libuerit 
iura tranaferre. Quattuor itaque sunt, 
do quibus Deo auctore scribcro pro- 
ponimus. Primum, quod rogi non 
liceat sacrosanctis occlcsiis epiRCopos 
oonstituere. Secundum de symoniacis 
et scismaticis, et eorum sacerdotio et 
sacrificio. Symoniacoa autem dicimus 
eos horetieos, qui Dei ecclesiam et eius 
offieia precio mercantur vel vendunt ; 
scismaticos vero, quantum ad hoc 
attinet opus, eos qui hreo eadem non 
secundum sacros canones, sed licet 
gratis, a regali tamen et laical i 
accipiunt potostate. Tertium, quod 
clerus a seecularibus pasci debet atque 
honorari, non infamari vel iudicari 
aut perse qui. Quart um, quod sseculari 
potestati non liceat in eccltfeiam 
elerioos introducere vel expellere, nee 
res ecclesiastics* regere vel in sua 
iura tranaferre. 

“ Nemo autem putet nos honari regio 


derogare in hoc quod scribimus, quod 
eidnm talia non liceat uHurpare : aliud 
quippe sacerdotum, aliud est officium 
regum. Regis onim officium est paci 
regni providers ot sacerdotem ad 
prodicta omnia adiuvare. eique resist- 
ontes opprimere, ut eum rex terreat 
vel puuiat ferro, qui Bacordotis non 
corrigitur verbo. 1’ugnot sacerdos 
iuxta apostolum gladio verbi, in 
' promptu habens ’ iuxta eundem dis- 
core ' ulcisci ozaaem inobediontiam.’ 
Pugnet rex gladio materiali, quoniam 
Domini minister est ot vindex in iram 
hiB qui male agunt. Cum itaque 
uterque alterius officio indigeat valde, 
neuter alterius officium presumat, ne 
quod ab altcro ajdificatur, ab altero 
destruatur.” 

1 Id. id., i. 1 : “ Porro [eisdem] 

apostolis docentibuH, eccleaieo ubique 
terrarum consuotudinem ab iis tradi- 
tam inviolabiliter servaverunt : ut 
decedents cuiuslibet enclesiffi pontifice 
clerus et poptilus eiusdem communi 
deli berati one de suo vel alterius eo- 
clesiffi clero sibi pastorem preficer- 
ent.” 
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tradition were some of those whom he calls Eutychian, like 
Zeno and Anastasius, and their example was followed by some 
of the later Greek emperors, Deusdedit is aware that at one 
time even the Roman Church notified the election of its 
bishop to the emperor before proceeding to his consecration. 
He then enumerates a number of papal and conciliar decrees 
which required the freedom of election and forbade the 
interference of the secular authorities. 1 He finds some diffi- 
culty in dealing with the decree about papal elections issued 
by Pope Nicholas II., and its provision that the emperorB 
were to be notified after his election, but before his conse- 
cration. He urges first that this provision of the decree, if 
indeed it had been thus expressed, had been invalidated by 
the conduct of the king and his advisers in attempting to 
depose Nicholas 11., and later in setting up firBt Cadalous of 
Parma, and then Guibert of Ravenna, as anti-popes. Secondly, 
he maintains that the copies of the decree had been so much 
tampered with that they were not consistent with each other. 
Thirdly, he contends that, if Nicholas did indeed issue Bueh 
a regulation, it was invalid ; for he, being only one patriarch, 
could not, even with the Council of his bishops, change that 
which had been ordained by five patriarchs and more than 
a thousand Fathers, and confirmed by the Christian emperors, 
for in their decrees no power of interference in the election or 
appointment' of bishops was conceded to the royal authority.® 


» Id. id., 1. 3-9. 

•Id. id., i. II: “Sunt item qui 
obiciunt Nicolaum luniorem decreto 
synodioo etatuiase, ut olieiuito Apos- 
tolioo pontifice successor eligeretur et 
electio eius rep noti&caretur ; facta 
vero electione, ut predictum est, regi 
notificata, its demum pontifex conBe- 
crarotur. Quod ai admntendum eat, 
ut ration* factum dicatur, obicimus ad 
hoc oonfutandum prefat urn regem et 
optimatea eius se ea constitutions in- 
dignoe fecesso : primum, quia poetea 
prefatum Nicholaum Coloniensem 
arohiepisoopum pro suis excessibus 
corripuisee graviter tulerunt eumque 


huius rei gratia, quantum in se erat, 
a papatu depoauerunt, nomenque eius- 
dem in uanone conaecrationis nominari 
vetuerunt ; ideoque docretum eiuadem 
iure imtum esse debebit, quia cum a 
toto orbe papa haberotur, iuxta eorun- 
dom sententiam eisdem papa non fuit, 
quasi non ex Dei, sed ex eorum tantum 
penderet voluntate, quempiam quod- 
libet ease vel non esse. Bomanue enim 
pontifex, ut sapientes norunt, non 
modeo deponi, sed etiam christiano iure 
a quolibet non potest iudicari. Deinde 
quia, cum in eodem decreto cautum 
esset, ut Romani pontificis eleotio a 
Romano clero et populo ageretur et 
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He then cites a number of passages from the writings of the 
Popes and from the Boman law to prove that any action which 
has been taken illegally and wrongly must be annulled, and 
concludes that the decree of Pope Nicholas was null and 
void. He contends that, in maintaining this, he was not 
saying anything disrespectful to the memory of Pope Nicholas, 
for, inasmuch as he was human, it was always possible that 
he might have been persuaded to do something which was 
contrary to that which was lawful and right ; and he cites 
the case of Pope Boniface II. as having annulled a decree 
which he had wrongly made, and urges that Nicholas II. 
would have done the same had he seen the opinions of 
the Fathers collected and knew that they were contrary to 
his decree . 1 


postea regi notificaretur, ipei prefatum 
violantes docretum olegerunt, quod eis 
non licebat, prius Cadalaum Pannen- 
eem, pontea Guibortum Ravenatem, 
induentes eos apostolicis iniugnibua ; 
vocantes apostolicos apostatas Anti- 
christi preouraoreB. Preterea autem 
preiatus Guibertus aut sui, ut buv 
parti favorem ascriberent, quasdam 
in eodem decreto addendo, quasdam 
mutando, ita illud reddiderunt a bb 
diaaidcns, ut aut pauca aut nulla ex- 
emplaria sibi concordantia valeant in- 
veniri. Quale autem dooretum est, quod 
a ee ita discrepare videtur, ut quid in 
eo potiuaimum credi debeat, ignoretur T 
Bed ut tandem invincibili gladio feri- 
amus, prefatus Nicolaus, unus scili- 
cet patriarchs, cum quolibet episco- 
porum ooncilio non potuit abrumpere, 
izzuno neo znutare non obviantia fidei 
prefata decreto sanctorum quinque 
patriaracharum, scilicet Romani, Alex- 
andrini, Antiocheni, Hierosolimitani, 
Constantinopolitani, ut ex numero 
prefat is eynodis adposito colligi yotest 
sanctorum [patrum] mccl et eo am- 
plius : tot quippe leguntur prefata 
const itutione suis temporibua statuisse, 
in quibus non inveniuntur quidquam 


regia- potestati in pontificum olectiono 
seu promotiono concessiBBe ; inuno, ut 
predictum est oonsidentibua cum eis 
christianiBHimiR imperatoribiiB et non 
contradicentibus, leguntur eub per- 
petuo anathemate vetuisse. Quod si 
hoc vendicandum est, ex Gr®oorum 
imperatonun consuetudine vel ex An- 
broeiana vel ex Gregoriana eleotione 
constat, ut premiasum est, eosdem 
imperatorea hoc veluti Deo adversum 
respuiHHe, eorundem vero pontificum 
olectionem et promotionem octavse 
Bynodo quamvis prepostere concor- 
dawBe.” 

1 Id. id., i. 12 : “ Et quamvis de- 
c return, de quo agimus, a prefatis ec- 
clesi® legibua penituH enervetur, vide- 
amus tamen adhuc quid de eo iterum 
ecclesi® et saaeuli leges cemeant, ut 
penitus evaouetur. Ex synodo pap® 
Hilari, cap. iv.” Ac., Ac. 

13: “His itaquo docursis, patet 
prefatum docretum nuilius momenti 
esse neo umquam aliquid viriuin habu- 
isse. Et haec dicena non preiudico beat® 
memorise pap® Nicolao nec quicquam 
oiuadem honori derogo, patrum sen- 
tentias Dei spiritu conditas sequendo. 
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Deusdedit then deals with the contention that the appoint- 
ment of bishops by the secular authority at its pleasure was 
sanctioned by long custom, and argues that, in the case of 
divergent customs, that must be followed which could be 
traced back to apostolic times, and that the perversion of this 
by secular princes could not prejudice its authority . 1 Finally, 
he urges that it was the appointment to ecclesiastical office 
by the prince which was the cause of the prevalence of 
simony and of the neglect of their duties by ecclesiastics, 
while they crowded lo the court to obtain preferment by 
what were often unworthy services, and he develops this 
into an attack upon the royal chapels and their 


clergy . 2 


Homo quippo fuit eique, lit contra 
fan agorot, aurripi potuit. Noc mirum 
hoc eidem contigisHO, cum quidam 
ipsius docetwor invoniatur quiddara do- 
crevisse ot inoliori uhuh concilio postoa 
immutOHse. Siquidom secunduB Boni- 
faciuB logitur ex decroto constituisse 
Vigilium diaoonum aibi in poutificatu 
Buccodoro ; quod quia Koinano cloro 
viaum est canonibus adversari, pre- 
aente cloro ab eodem subpositum est 
igni ante confessionem beati Vetri 
apostoli. Et certe prelatus Nicolaus 
divino motu concuBHUB hoc idem fecisBOt, 
Bi tunc tot patrum sontontias in unum 
coUectoe vidisset easquo suo docreto tam 
oonoorditer advcrsari perpendisset.” 

. 1 Jd. id., 14 . “ De numero vero 

annorum, quibua htec dampnabilis con* 
suotudo perraansisBO dicitur, ut Heeculi 
potestas pro suo libito pontifines pro- 
moveat, iure causari non potost. Nam 
do diversis consuetudinibus ilia potis- 
simum sequonda ost, quw, cum originem 
aumeret, catholicos patron euorum 
priorum patrum vestigia sectantes 
auctores habuit, siout patres vii. et 
viii. synodi secuti stint statute patrum 
sanotorum pontificum Bomanorum, et 
illi consuetudinem ab apostolorum tem- 
poribus per omnes occlesias obaervatam . 


Ea voro pervorBitas, qusn a Bteculi prin- 
cipibus Ruporinducta eBt, non pre- 
iudicat eidem sanctse consuetudini, 
quantalibet obtinuerit temporum cur- 
ricula.” 

* Id. id., 15 : “ Quis enim [ea- 

num sapiens] non advertat hanc pestem 
seminarium esse symoniaca' heresoos 
et totiuH christiansc religionis lamonta- 
bilom destructiouem ? Nempe cum 
dignitas episcopalis a principe adipisci 
posse speratur, contempt is Buis episco- 
pis a clericis ecclesia Dei deseritur ; et 
ab aliis quidem ingons pecunia [non 
solum regalibus, sed etiam] aulicomm 
marsupiis infunditur, ut eorundem 
auffragia ad tam nefariam promotionem 
mereantur ; ab ollis infinite pecunije 
dispendio plus decennio in eecculari 
curia deservitur, eestus, pluvise, frigora 
et cetera incoinmoda patientissime 
tolerantur ; ab aliis autem vel sui 
pastoris vol cuius honorem ambiunt 
mors inceesanter optatur ; ab alio alii 
vehementer invidetur, dum quod sibi 
sperat, ab eo surripi posBe putatur. 
Imm^ prohe dolor ! in tantam Dei in- 
iuriam interdum prosilitur, ut et servis 
et fomicariis dignitas ista prestetur. 
Tales quippe cum adepti fuerint quod 
taliter expetierunt, peccantes steculi 
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For these reasons then, Densdedit contends, Gregory VII. 
had declared all secular appointments to bishoprics and 
abbeys null and void, and that all secular persons who 
ventured to give the “ investiture ” of these should be ex- 
communicated, and he quotes the decree of the Council of 
Borne of 1080. 1 

It is noteworthy that Deusdedit applies the same principle 
to the question of the private patronage of parish churches, 
and maintains that the parish priest should be appointed by 
the clergy and people of the parish, and that no one should 
be appointed against their will. 2 

If wo now endeavour to sum up the main points in the 
controversial literature, so far as we have examined it, we 
may say that while much had been urged by the representatives 
of the imperial party which might be interpreted as a defence 
of that large power of the secular authority in determining 
the appointment of bishops, wlxich they had undoubtedly 
exercised for a considerable time, the protagonists of the 
imperial party had already recognised that there was an 
essential distinction between the spiritual and the temporal 
aspects of the episcopal position, and had admitted that tho 
secular claim to determine ecclesiastical appointments was 
related purely to the temporal. On the other hand, the sup- 

potestates nullatenus redorguere pre- * Id. id., iv. 2 : “ Sciendum autem 
sumunt, quoniam ab illis bo promot os quod sicut clerus et populus opine opum 
6880 moxninorunt, immo, no rodargucre flibi const it uendum c omnium ter deli- 
presumerent, promoti fuorunt. . . , gunt ot expot unt, ita propter pocis 
Sod obicitur clericos, ut divina offieia et caritatis bonum debet clero et 
prinoipibus exhibeant, eorundem populo cui usque ecclesico et vicinis 
curiam inhabitaro oportere ; quasi nacerdotibuB concedi, ut presbyteros 
non sit iustius apud Doum et apud et inferioreB gradus potiorea clericos 
homines convenientiufl, [ut nobis aibi oligant : non taraon in ecclesiam 
videtur,] quemque epi scop unt, in cuius ullo modo introducore prosumant, nisi 
diocesi contingit principem adease, ab episcopo civitatis vel eius vicariifi 
cidem idonooe et religion os cleric oe juxta apoatolura primum probentur ; 
ad divina mysteria eelebranda dirjgere, et aic ab eodem vel auis vicariis 
©t pro temporis diutumitato, qua idem vitse su as diebua in ecoleBiia stabili- 
ibidem moratur, alios aliis iubore antur : ne si nolentibus et non petenti- 
succodere.” bus ingerantur, ab eisdem vel condem- 

1 Id, id., i. 10. Cf. p. 79. nentur vel odio habeantur." 
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porters of Gregory Vll. had indeed sometimes seemed deter- 
mined to refuse to admit that the temporal power could have 
any place in ecclesiastical appointments, hut their emphasis 
had been laid on the denial of any arbitrary authority to ap- 
point at their pleasure, and in the assertion of the rights of 
the clergy and people of the diocese to a free election ; while 
they also laid great stress upon the* practical evils which had 
arisen from the abuse of the secular authority. So far they 
had not discussed and met the eonfention of the imperial 
party, which laid stress upon the sn-ular jmsition of the great 
ecclesiastical otheers. 

With the (*nd of the eleventh century the controversy 
began to assume a somewhat diffeient iorm, and we must 
now consider this. 
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CHAPTER IV. 

THE DISCUSSION OF THE “INVESTITURE” QUESTION — II. 

We must consider the development of the controversy from 
the last years of the eleventh century to the time of the ' 
attempt at a settlement by Paschal II. and Henry V. The 
period was marked by the development of a mediating opinion, 
which recognised in various terms the elements of reason- 
ableness in the contentions of both parties. It is better 
to speak of a mediating opinion rather than a mediating 
party, for we can find this in men who might, in relation 
to the more general conflict of th© time, with which we shall 
deal later, be described as adhering to either the one or other 
of the great parties, or sometimes even as not belonging strictly 
to any party. 

It might, indeed, seem that the death of Gregory 
VII. in 1086, and of Hcmy IV. in 1106, might have 
changed the whole situation, but, so far as the “investi- 
ture ” question was concerned, this was not the case. The 
successors of Gregory VII., and especially Pope Urban 
II., firmly maintained Gregory VII. ’s prohibition of lay 
“investiture,” while Henry V., on the death of his father, 
maintained his right to it. It is, however, probable that, 
though the position of the contending parties might seem 
formally and in outward appearance the same, the removal 
of the original protagonists did actually in a great measure 
alter the conditions, an,d made it easier for the mediating 
tendency to develop and assert itself. 

The writer in whom we may perhaps say that this 
mediating tendency began to show itself clearly was Ivo, 

von. iv. a 
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Bishop of Chart res Ivo was one of the most learned men 
'oTbis time, as his great canonical works, the ‘ Deere turn ’ 
and the ‘ Panormia,’ sufficiently show. It is clear from his 
letters that he was not satisfied with the conditions produced 
by the conflict on “ investiture,” and that he was not prepared 
to accept the total exclusion of the secular authority from 
a share in the appointment of bishops} In a letter to Hugh, 
The Archbishop of Lyons, of the year 1096(7), whom he 
recognises as Primate of France as well as Legate of the 
Pope, he discusses a question which had arisen as to the 
appointment of Daimhert us Archbishop of Sens. He contends 
first that the Archbishop of Lyons claimed an authority over 
the Archbishop of Sens which was not warranted by canonical 
authority, 1 and then discusses the objection which Hugh had 
made to hiH consecration on the ground that he had accepted 
the “investiture” from the King of France. He began by 
saying that he had no trustworthy information that Daimbert 
had done this, but maintains that even if he had, this was not 
a transgression against religion. The Popes themselves had 
recognised the right of kings to grant bishoprics ( concessio 
( piscojHitus) to thosf) who had been canonically elected, and 
lie understood that Pope Urban 11. bad only prohibited 
corporalis invextitura, but did not forbid the king, as head 
of the people, to take part in the election, or to make the 
eonceaaio. lie urges that it was quite immaterial under 
what form the coneensio was made, by band, or by word, 
or by the staff, since kings had no intention of granting any- 
thing spiritual, but only meant either to signify their assent 
to the desires of the electors, or to grant the estates or other 
temporal goods of the churches to those who had been 
elected ; and he quotes the well-known words of St Augustine 
in which it is stated that all property is held by human law. 
Further, while lie protests that he had no intention of setting 
up his own authority against the decisions of the Papal See, 
as far as they were reasonable and f in accordance with the 
authority of the Fathers, he maintains that these regulations, 
that is the prohibition of “ investiture ” by the king, rested 

1 Ivo of Cliortre*, ' Eputola ad Hugoocm,' * Lib. tie Lite,’ vol. ii. 
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Tifttj npur finy nt *V ofoTTIQl lag, but o nly on the 

authority of the Popes (quia ea iUicita maxime facit presi - 
dentium prokibitio). r 

£Fhe position taken up by Ivo in the letter is very signi- 
ficant and important. In the first place, he looked upon the 


* Id. id. : “ Quod autem acrip- 

aistia predictum electum invest iturom 
epiacopatus de manu regis accep- 
iaae, nee relatum eat nobis ab aliquo 
qui videril nee cognitum. Quod 
tamen si factum esaet, cum hoc 
nullam vim sacramenti gcrat in 
constituendo epiaropo, vel admissutn 
vel omissum quid fidei, quid sacra 
roligioni official, ignoramus : cum 
poet canonicam elect ionem rapes ipsos 
apoetolica auctoritate a concessions 
episcopal uum prohihitos minirno viden- 
mus. Legimus oniin sanctum ncorda- 
tionis Hurumoe ponliiices aliquando 
apud ropes pro elect is uvcliwiarum, ut 
ois ab ipsis rogibus concodoroivtur opis- 
copatus, ad quos elect i crHnt, interces- 
sisse ; aliquorum, quia concessionoa 
regum nondtun consecuti iucrajtt, con- 
secrationes distulissc. Quorum excmplu 
supposuiaseiuus, nisi prnhxitutem cpis- 
tohe vitassemus. Dotnnua quoque papa 
Urbanua rogea tantum a corporali m- 
vestitura excludit, quantum intcllcxi- 
mus, non ab electionc, in quantum sunt 
caput populi vel conceasione, quamvia 
octava synod us solum prohibeat oos 
interease election!, non conccsaiotii. 
Qu«e ooncesaio aive fiat manu, sivo fiat 
nutu, sivo lingua, aive virga, quid rofort, 
cum reges nichil spirit ualo ae dare inten- 
dant, nod tantum aul votis petentiuni 
annuere, aut villas eccleaiasticaa et alia 
luma exteriora, qu«e de munificent ia 
regum optinent cecclesia', ipsia olectia 
concedere f Unde Augustinus super 
Iohannem parte prima, tractatu^exto : 

* Quo iuxe defendis villas rcccleaia*, di vino 
an humano.’ . . . Quod si hseo vtema 
lege sancita easent, non asset in manu 
presidentium, ut ea in quibusdam 


districte iudicarent, quibusdam mise- 
rinorditor rclaxarent, ipsis in honore 
accopto pormanentibus, contra quos 
ista loquuntur. Nuno vero, quia ea 
iUicita maxime facit proaidontium pro- 
iiihitio, licita quoque eorundem pro sua 
feat i mat ionc remiasio : videmue nulloa 
aut peue nulloa pro huiuamodi trons- 
grossiuno dumpnatoa, plurimoa autem 
voxatos, pluriinas mccleaias apoliatoa, 
pluriina m-undala exorta, diviaum reg- 
num el sacordot itun, aine quorum con- 
cordia res humamc nec incolumes esse 
possunt noe tutie. Videinus quoque 
miseros episcopoa ot abhatos neo ruinis 
luorum nec luurorum reficiendis velle 
vel posse vacure, solum ad hoc intentos, 
ut possint aibi aliquam linguam magni- 
loquam amieam facoro, cuius nundinis 
sc poasint utcumque defenaaro. Multi 
quoque olocti, qui gratuitam et oanoni- 
com lialsmt electionem, quia huiuamodi 
dilntionibus vo) fatigationibua impedi- 
untur, comparatis aibi pecunia media- 
toribus ot prolocutoribua, ue turpem 
patiuntur rcpulaam, in symoniacam 
(iffendunt- alitpiaudo conaecrationem. 
Cum ergo omnia inatitutio seccleaiaati- 
rarum legum ad aalutem referenda 
ait animorum istarum institutionum 
t runagreaaionua aut distrietius easent 
corrigenda 1 , ut aaluti prodoaaent, aut 
interim ailontio premenda-, ne apiritu- 
alia vel temporalia commode supra- 
dictia roodis impodiront. Nec ista dico, 
tanquam velim ad versus aodem apoato- 
licam caput urigero vel eiua aalubribus 
diapoaitionibua obviare vel meliorum 
aententiis preiudicium facere, si vivis 
nitantur rationibus et evidentioribus 
veterum patrum auctoritatibus.” 
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prohibition of lay “ investiture ” as what we may perhaps call 
an administrative rule, which might be enforced or not, as 
might seem expedient, and not as a permanent part of the 
law of the Church. Secondly, he did not interpret the pro- 
liibition as meaning that the king should have no place in 
episcopal appointment s : hcmaint ains t hat as hsad.Qithe people 
he might have his place in the election, and that he had the 
right of confirmation or bestowal (concessin). Thirdly, he con- 
siders that the form under which the king might do this 
was immaterial : it had no relation to the spiritualities, but 
was to be interpreted either as expressing his assent to the 
election, or as the form under which he conferred the tempor- 
alities of the diocese; and these, Ivo was clear, must be 
granted by the king, for all property was held under the 
temporal authority. 

Ivo dealt again with the same question in a letter -written 
by him in the name of the Archbishop of Sens and the 
bishops of the province to losoerannus, the Archbishop of 
Lyons, some years later, probably in the year 1111 or 1112. 
ioscerannus had invited the archbishops and bishops of the 
French provinces to a Council to consider the question of lay 
“investiture.” Ivo, in the name of his province, declines to 
attend this, on the ground that it was not competent to 
the Primate to summon a council of the kingdom, but he 
also objects to any public discussion and condemnation of the 
action of Paschal 11., who had, in the year 1111, as we shall 
see later, conceded the right of “ investiture ” to the Emperor 
Henry V., but had already written to Ivo and other bishops 
retracting this concession, and saying that he had only granted 
it under coercion. Ivo urges that it was not right that they 
should meet in Council to consider the conduct of the Pope, 
inasmuch aB they hail no power to judge or condemn him 
unless he had departed from the faith. 1 He urges that the 
question of “ investiture ” was not a question of heresy or of 
the eternal law, but, as he had said in the earlier letter, a 
question of administrative order, and that it was thus reason- 
able that the Pope should have allowed various persons to 

1 Ivo of Chartres, Ep. ad Ioscerannum, * Lib. de Lite,’ vol. ii. 



CHAP. IV.] THE “ INVESTETUEE ” QUESTION — II. 


101 


purge themselves of the offence of having received “ investi- 
ture,” by surrendering their pastoral staffs, and receiving them 
again from the Apostolic hand. If any lay person thought 
that in the giving and receiving of the pastoral staff there was 
anything of the nature of a sacrament, or that he could 
give the res of an ecclesiastical sacrament, he was indeed a 
heretic. Finally^/he gives his own opinion as being that, 
inasmuch as this “ investiture ” by the hand of a layman was 
an invasion of another man’s right, it should be abolished, ^ 
when this could be done without causing schism, but if rr 
would have this consequence, such action should be postponed , 1 
Ivo thus again made it clear that he looked upon the 
question of lay “investiture ” as a matter belonging to the 

1 Id. id. : “ Postremo quod quidam rune disponsalio. Quod cum multi 

investituram herosim vocant , cum mi huh studioHi minima attendant, ante 

heresis non Bit nisi error in fide, tempus iudicant, spiritue mobilis et 

Bicut enim fidcs cordis ost ad spiritus stabilis non intelligenteB difier- 

iustitiam, oris autem confossio ad entiam. Si quis vnro laicus ad hanc 

solutem : ita heresis error ost ad prorumpit insaniam, ut in datione et 

impietatem, profound* vero oi undent acoeptione virgin putet «o posse tribuere 

errorie ad pormciem. Et tides et HBcramontum vel rent saeramenti eccle- 

error ex corde precedent. Investitura sinstiri, ilium promts iudicamitB bereti- 

vero ilia, de qua tantuB oat motuB, in cum non proplor manualem invests - 

aolis est manibua dantia et accipientiR, turam, sod propter preaumptionem 

qua? bona et mala agere possunt, diabolicam. Si vero oongrua volumus 

credere vol errare in fide non ponsunt. rebus nomina dare, possumua dicere. 

Ad hac, si htec investitura hercsia onset, quia manual is ilia investitura per 

ei renuncians aine vulnere ad earn laicos facta alieni juris eat pervasio et 

redire non posset. Videmus autem in sacrilege presumptio, quae pro libertate 

partibus Germaniarum et Galltarum ooclesia et honestate salvo pacis vinculo 

roultas honestas personas purgato isto si fieri potest funditus abscidenda est. 

nevo per quamlibet satisf actionem pas- Ubi ergo sine ecismate auferri potest, 

torales virgas reddidisse et per manum auferatur. Ubi sine scismate auferri 

apostolicam refutatas investitures re- non potest, cum discrete reclamatione 

cepisse. Quod surnmi pontifiees minime diSeratur. Nichil enim tali pervasione 

feoissent, si in tali investiture heresim demitur sacramentis occlesiasticis, 

et peccaturo in Spiritum sanctum latere quominus sanota sint, quia aput quos- 

cognovissent. Cum ergo ea, qua cunque sunt ipsa sunt, sive aput eos, 

interna lege sancita non sunt, sod pro qui intus, sive aput eos, qui foris sunt, 

honeetate et utilitate ecclesiae Vistituta Haec scripsimus dilectioni vestrs parati 

vel prohibita pro eadem occasions ad refelli sine oontumatia, si melius bis 

tempus remit tuntur, pro qua inventa qua scripsimus nos doouerit vestra 

sunt, non est institutoram dampnosa prudentia, quod munitum sit scripture 

prevarioatio, sed laudabilis et saluber- canonica. Valete." 
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administrative order of the Church, and not to the necessary 
and eternal law, for it had no relation to the sp^itual office 
of the bishop. It would seem, however, that he had come to 
the conclusion f that, lay investiture with the pastoral staff 
was a cause of scandal, and that it would be well if it could 
be abolished, provided this could be done without causing 
serious disorder and strife. Ioscerannus of Lyons, in his 
reply, maintains that while the act of investiture was not 
hereBy, the opinion that it could be permitted was a heresy . 1 

If Ivo of Chartres represents a mediating tendency among 
those who on the whole supported the Papal party — and, as 
we have seen, he is careful to say that he does not presume 
to criticise or condemn the judgment of the Pope on lay 
“investiture” — we may take Hugh of Fleur y as a good 
representativcjjf^ those who were critical of papal action, but 
who on the qucstTon~of “ investiture ” tended to a mediating 
position. His important treatise, ‘De .Regia Pot estate et 
Sacerdotali Dignitate,’ with which we shall later deal more 
fully, was written in the first years of the twelfth century, 
and dedicated to Henry I. of England. In this he maintains 
that the king has the right to confer the pra-xulatus 
honorem while the archbishop confers the cure of souls, 
and he alleges that this had been the custom until his time. 
jWhen the people or clergy elect the bishop according to 
I ecclesiastical custom, the king should not tyrannically interfere 
j with the election, but should lawfully give his consent, if the 
person elected is properly qualified ; but both the king and the 
people have the right to refuse their assent to the election of 
an improper person. After the election, the king should 
invest with the temporalities, but not with ring and staff, 
which should be conferred by the archbishop. Thus, he 
maintains, the Temporal and Spiritual powers will each retain 
that which belongs to their authority . 2 

• 

1 IoBceranni, “ Responsio,” ‘ Lib. de mtate,’ i. 6 : “ Igitur rex instinctu 
Lite,’ vol. ii. Spixitua eancti potest, siout exis- 

* Hugh of Fleury, * Tractatus de timo, praosulatus honorem religioso 
Regia Potentate et Sacerdotali Dig. clerico tribuere. Aquustusl vero 
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The position of Hugh is, perhapB intentionally, not quite 
clear on all points : he does not definitely say that the election 
always belongs to the clergy and people, but in his treatment 
of the position of the king he is clear that the king must not 
act arbitrarily. Jle also, like Ivo, distinguishes veiy sharply 
|between the spiritual office of the bish op', which must be con-_ 
ferTecfby - the archbishop, and his secular posi tion, which. Jhe- 
receives from the king ; and liejexplicitly condemns the use of 
the staff and ri ng by the king in coBferring-^e-^emporalities 
of the diocese. 

There has been preserved a very important treatise on the 
“ investiture ” of bishops which belongs, as it is thought, to 
the year 1109. 1 The author of the work is unknown, but 
it is clear that he belonged to the Imperial party ; it has, 
indeed, been suggested that the treatise represents a more 
or less considered suggestion from that side of the possibility 
of a compromise. 8 The author maintains, with an imposing 


curam archiepixcopuH debet ei ram- 
mitt ere. Qua discrela consuotu- 
di no usi aunt quondam quique chrw- 
tianisaimi regos et prinnpes in pro- 
mo vendis viris a'cclosjaslieis at quo 
B&nctiaaunib usque ad lia'C temporu 
nostra. Clericus voro illo rehgiosux 
viilo tur existere quom amor peoum.r 
mini me vexat, ueo reprobi mores aut 
oonversatio reprehensibilem reddunt 
vel rontemptibilem. Ubi vero eligitur 
episcopus a olero vel poputo secundum 
morem tccclcHiasticum, nullam vim «c 
porturbationem oligentibus rationa- 
bilitor rex per tyraimidom debot in- 
ferro, sod ordinationi legitime suum 
adliibere consenaum. At si reprohen - 
sibilis ille qui eligitur fuo$it inventus, 
non solum rex, sed nec plebs proviutia*. 
debet election! ipsius suum aasensum 
favoremque tribuere, sed otiam jnmina, 
qui bus ille deteetabili maculatur in- 
lamia, voce publioa denudare, ut vel 
Uao contumelia eligentium temeritas 
oomprimatur. Post eleetionem autem, 


non annulum aut baculum a manu regia. 
Bed invcRtituram rerum secularium 
eleetus antisteg debet suscipere, et in 
puis ordinibus per annulum aut baoulum 
ammarum curam ab archiepiscopo suo, 
ut negotium huiusmodi sine discepta- 
tione peragatur, et terrenis et spintu- 
ulibus potestatibuB suse auctoritatis 
privilegium eonservetur. Quod si re- 
gularitor fuent i-onservatum, iroplobi- 
tur illud quod Salvator noater in euan- 
gelio prs*cipieD8 dixit : ‘ Reddite qua) 
sunt cse saris nesan, et quae sunt Dei 
Deo,’ noc fluctuabit res firmiter et ordi- 
nabiliter stabilita, et procul aberit ab 
tercloeia saucta magnus tribulationum 
acervus. Rex enim, sicut iamdudum 
premissum est, Dei patris obtinere vide, 
tur imagiuem, et episcopus Christi.” 

Cf . ii. 3, 4, 6. 

1 Cf. ‘ Lib. de Lite,’ vol. ii. p. 
495. 

* Cf. Gerson Peiser, ‘ Der deutsche 
Investiturstreit unter KOnig Hein- 
rich V.’ 
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array of precedents, the historical right of the temporal 
authority to make appointments to bishoprics ; he cites that 
spurious decree of Pope Hadrian I., which had, as we have 
seen, been brought forward by Wido of Ferrara , 1 but main- 
tains that long before this emperors and kings and mayors 
of the palace had appointed and invested bishops, and that the 
practice had been recognised by Popes like Gregory the Great . 8 
He urges that it is immaterial whether the “ investiture ” is 
made by the king, with a form of wordB, or with the staff, or 
in any other way ; but he suggests that the staff is the more 
suitable symbol, for it has a twofold meaning, either spiritual 
or temporal. The author seems clearly to connect the right 
l of the temporal power to invest the bishop with the growth 
of the temporal possessions and power of the Church. The 
Church, he says, was poor until the time of Constantine, but 
when the Christian emperor had conferred upon it so many 
properties and rights, it was reasonable that the king, who is 
one of the people, and the head of the people, should inveslT 
and" enthrone the bishop, to whom he had entrusted so much 
power in the State. Had the bishops remained as poor as 
the one described by Gregory the Great. a.s lacking even a 
winter cloak, the matter might have been different, and there 
would have been no need to require homage and the oath of 
allegiance from such a man . 8 

1 ‘ Traotatua de Investiture Epis- introient pure et integro, except is quos 
coporum,’ * Lib. de Lite,’ p. 498 : papa Homanus mvestiro et consocrare 

“ Ex tuno a Giecis in reges Fran- dr bet ex antiquo dono regum et im- 

corurn tracalata eat imperatoria dig- peratorum cum aliis quo vocantur 

nitas, et Adrianus papa, collandan- regalia, id est a regibus et imperatori- 

tibus Romanis et plena synodo pri- bus pontificibus Romanis data in fundis 

matum archiepiscoporum, cpiscoporum, et reditibus. In hac concessions con- 
abbatum, ducum et principum accla- tinentur regales abbatie, prepoeiture.” 
mante, Karolo magno ei usque succes- Cf. p. S3, 
soribus, futuris imperatoribus, sub 2 * * * * * Id. id., p. 499, SOI. 

anathemate concessit patriciatum Ro- 1 Id. id., p. 601 : “ Nil enim refert, 

manum, et per se vel per nuncios suos sive verbo sive preoepto sive baculo sive 
eonfirmationem in electione vel in con- alia re, |juam in manu teneat, investiat 
secretione Romani pontificis concessit ; aut. introniaet rex et imperator episco- 
et investitures episcoporuro eis deter- pum, qui die oonsecrationis veniens 
minavit, ut non oonsecretur episcopus, anulum et baoulum ponit super altare et 
qui per regem vel imperatorem non in curam pastoralem singula ausaipit a 
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The author relates the right of the king to “ investiture ” 
to the possession of the temporalities, and is not greatly 
concerned with the form under which this may be made ; 
but his reference to the fact that the “ investiture,” such as 
it might be, with the homage and oath, should take place 
before the consecration, is significant as indicating that he 
was determined to assert the freedom of the royal action 
in consenting to an episcopal appointment. How far his 
suggestion, that the royal claim might have been dispensed 
with had the Church remained poor, may have some relation 
to the startling proposal of Paschal II. for the solution of the 
conflict, with which we shall deal in the next chapter, we 
have no means of judging. 

Finally, the author urges that the attempt of the Pope to 
take away the ancient rights of kings in the “ investiture ” of 
bishops must cause much fear and hesitation to Christ’s 
people. He admits that if these rights had been abused, 
this should be corrected by the Popes ; but he complains 
that the Popes insist that if they should “do wrong and act 
arbitrarily in the appointment of bishops, they must not be 
reproved, saying that the Supreme Pontiff cannot be judged 
by any man ; and he reminds them that more than once, 


Btola et ab auctoritate sanoti Petri ; 
aed congraum msgis eat per baculum, 
qui eat duplex, id eat temporalis et 
epiritualia. Operarius onim in aemin- 
andia apiritualibua dignus eat mercede 
aua in aocipiendis temporalibua iuxta 
quod Paulua ait : * Si spiritualia vobia 
aeimnamuB, non eat magnum, ei cam alia 
id eat temporalis a vobia raetamua. 1 
Precedens investiture per regem in 
f undia et rebus eccleeifp contra tyrannos 
et raptorea quiet a et pacifies reddit 
omnia ; aequitur autem conaec ratio, ut 
barmus episcopalia banno regali con- 
veniens in oommunem salutem opere- 
tur, et si epiacopig faciendum eat 
regibua hominium et saoramentum do 
regali bus, aptius eat ante conseera- 
tionem. 


Poatquam autem a Sil vostro per 
chriatianoa regee et imperetores dotate 
et ditate et exaltatee aunt ecclesise in 
fundis et aliia mobilibua. et iura civi- 
tatum in theloneis, monetis, villicia et 
acabinis, eomitatibug, advooatiis, ayno- 
dalibus bannis per reges delegata sunt 
episoopis, congruum fuit et conaequeas, 
ut rex, qui est untie in populo et oaput 
populi, investiat et intronizet opiseo- 
pum et contra irruptionem hoetium 
8Ciat, ctii civitatem guam credat, cum 
ius auum in domum illorum transtu- 
lerit. Primus Gregorius oonqueritur 
dolendo de quodam episcopo, qui adeo 
pauper erat, ut de episoopatu suo 
contra frigua veatem hiemalem habere 
non posaet — a tali episcopo forsitan 
sancto non erat regi aeoeasarium exigere 
hominium, sacrementum, obaidea," 
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when there had been disputes about the papal elections, 
these had only been set right by the intervention of the 
Greek or Frank emperors. 1 

In the last volume we havo considered the position of 
Gregory of Catino as the most dogmatic defender of the 
conception that it was impi ous to resist the royal authority,® 
and - It is therefore not surprising to find that he maintains 
very firmly the royal prerogative of the “ investiture ” of 
bishops. Even in his case, however, it iB worth while - to 
observe what he understands this “ investiture ” to signify, 
and the nature of the arguments with which he defends it. 
His treatise, ‘Orthodoxa Defcnsio Imperialis,’ was written after 
the accession of Henry V., and it is contended that it should 
be dated in the year 1111, about the time when Henry V. 
compelled Paschal II. for a short time to admit his right to 
“ investiture.” 

Gregory is indeed a representative of a ver y extrem e 
imperialist position^ and describes the king as t he head of 
the Church, founding this on some places in the Old Testa- 
ment, and on a passage which he attributes to St Chrysostom, 
which seems to be spurious. 3 Wc shall have to return to this 


1 Id. id., p. 502 : “ Si Romani ponti- 
fiees intendunt regibus auforre antiqua 
iura do investiondis episopis, timent, 
dubitant, dolent pusilli Christi. Reges 
enim, si in episcoporum investituris 
exoesserint, possunt a timoratis viris 
et pontifice Romano argui ot ad rectam 
corrections lineam reduci ; si auteru 
in promotione ot oonsecratione opis- 
coporum pontifox Romanus exorbita- 
verit et sub verbo summse prelationis 
ad voluntatem suam egerit, non vuit, 
ut reprehendatur, cum dorainus Iesus 
so reprehendi conoesserit, dioens : ‘ Si 
male locutus sum, testimonium porhibo 
do malo ] ’ Isti autem : ‘ Summus,’ 
inquiunt, ‘ pontifox a nomine indi- 
ootur. . . .’ 


Notandum est autem pontificibus 


Romanis ot oorum civibua, quando 
orta fuit divisio in eloctione pontificum 
vel in communions civium, non est 
pax rOBtituta nisi per Grecos impera- 
tores, quamdiu imperium ibi fuit, 
vel per Francos iroporatores, ex quo 
imperium Romanum datum est eis.” 

* Cf. vol. iii. p. 122. 

* Gregory of Catino, 1 Orthodoxa 

Defensio Imperialis,’ 2 : “ Quod vero 
caput ecclesiae regem debeamus in- 
telligere, ammonet scriptura divine 
inquiens ad Saulem ; * Cum esses 

parvulus in oculis tuia caput in Israel 
to constitui.' ... He quo Iohannes 
Chris fetomus inquit : ‘ Habet autem 
sanota eoolesia oaput quod est reg- 
num, habet cor quod est saoerdo- 
tium, ’ " *e. 
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conception later. H e urges t hat, i f thisi fl so, it is unreasonable 
that the empeior should be excluded from the appointment to 
office of the prelates of the Church, who are his members, and 
that it is suitable that they should be invested with ring 
and staff by the emperor before they are consecrated by the 
bishop . 1 

Again he argues that if the characteristic ornaments of 
the Popes were given them by Constantine, quoting to this 
effect one part of the “ Donation of Constantine, ’imuch more 
might the emperor grant to the bishops the ring and staff ; 8 
but he is careful to explain that this “ investiture ” does not 
represent any spiritual office or authority, but only temporal 
possession and authority . 3 Finally, he urges that while the 


1 Id. id., 3: “ Ubi animadvert en- 

dum, quiu prius dixit : 4 Quie sunt 

cesaris reddondum cosari * ; deindo 
voro : 4 qua- Dei sunt Doo.' ut capit i 
ecclesite, videlicet iinpcratori, debituin 
prius reddutur subiortioniH, deindo sa- 
eordotibus munus inifiendatur honoris, 
et iiniieratori quidem t errant ria, sacer- 
dotibus voro, id eat pontitieibua vel 
reliquis rlericia, Hpiritualia comnioda. 
In quo etiam precepto Domini non 
incongruum videtur ai prelati ocleaia- 
ab imperatoro prius suseipiant proprii 
honoris, investitura baculi vel anuli 
ousensum, quoin a pontifice conso- 
erentur ; quia si print, opa coput occlo- 
siie predicatur, a membrorum suorum 
officii sive miniuterii creationo nullo 
modo est rapellendus." 

* Id. id., 4 : “ Videamus intereo 

et considvremus summi pontificis 
insignia ornamento et discamus, 
a cuius sublimitatis potentate ac- 
ooperit ea. Numquid dozninus nos- 
ter Ioaua Christ us lorgitus est 
ilia beato Petro Apostolo, quando 
tribuit ei claves regni celorum t 
Minima. Bed quia concessit ipbk in- 
signia ornamenta Romano pontifici i 
Relegamus sane decretum Constantini 
magni imperatoria aanoto videlicet 
papa Siivestro dalegatum, et ibi procul 


dubio inveniemns. ... In quibus 
nimirum verbis audenter et. catholiee 
coniecro possumus, quia, si Conatan- 
tinus, qui utique erat terroni dominns 
tantummodo iuris, super vertice papa 
manibus suis posuit imperialo frigium 
et non ost hoc agere voritus, ym[m]o 
bnnignissima devotione fidelique pore- 
git mento, ueo papa quoque dedignatua 
est suscipere illud : quare ortliodoxo 
imperatori interdicitur, ut baculum 
vel anulum episcopis vel ptelatis 
ecclesiir, qui eerie inferioris ordinis 
pape sunt, et in eorum manibus non 
largiatur ! ” 

* Id. id., 5 : “ Do investitura 

ergo baculi vol anuli, quam rex vel 
imperator quilibot ecclesite prelatis 
facituit, exemplo Constantini contenti 
imperatoria, adhuc perscrutemur, si 
quid inrat ionabile aut infidele in ipsa 
invenire v a] earn us, et per quam non 
sacri honoris gradum, non munus prae- 
lacionis sanctro, non ministerium 
spirituale, non eclesiarum vel cleri- 
corum oonsecrationes, nec aliquod 
divinum sacramentum, sed potius sui 
detensionem tribuunt officii, secularium 
rerum seu temporalium at quo cor- 
poralium possessionem omniumquo 
eocleaim eiuadem bonorum iuris confir- 
mationem ; in qua eoiam ceraitur 
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churches were once poor, now they aTO wealthy, and hold under 
their authority soldiers and counts, and that it would be very 
dangerous to the king or emperor if these were not under his 
control ; and that therefore the prelate of the Church who 
! holds this authority from the royal or imperial power must 
! promise the fidelity of himself and his soldiers to the king 
or emperor , 1 


There was indeed one writer of the Papal party of this time 
whose position might be taken as uncompromising — that is, 
Rangerius, Bishop of Lucca. In his versified tractate, ‘ De 
Anulo et Baculo,’ he maintains that the ring and staff are 
sacred symbols, which must not be accepted, from the hap ds 
of a layman ; and ho describes what he conceives to be their 
spiritual significance — the ring as the symbol of the union be- 
tween the bishop and his church, the staff as the symbol of 
the pastoral and disciplinary office . 2 In another place, after re- 
peating these interpretations, he denies that these had formerly 
been given by kings. He maintains that the paBtoral staff can 
never be subject to the sword, and therefore he objecteTalso 
strongly to the bishop taking the oath to the king, and re- 


conoordia principis, oblatio obsequii 
eiuadom potestatis et ministerium 
ipaius principis benipne professions. 
Ergo oiusdem ratio investiture Barium 
sapienti non videtur contra fidem, 
quia regibua et imperatoribus quoquo 
modo fuit concessum antiquitus, dum 
omnimodis venalitas caveatur. Neo 
unquam legitur a quoquam sanctorum 
catholicorum fuisse interdictum 

* Id. id., 7 : “In principio de- 
nique fldoi ecciesie possessiones non 
habebant, sed tantum victum et ves- 
titum, bisque contente erant. Nuno 
autem religions aucta possessiones 
creverunt, ecolesie sub se milites, 
comites personasque sublimes, quibus 
Ympetasant, Vuabete ceyerunt ■, quos si 
rex vol imporator in suis oontemp- 
torea iussis habuerint, magnum im- 
mensumque detrimentum capient im- 
perii. Necesse eat ergo, ut prelatus 


ecclesiEB, qui a suis militibus aarrn- 
mentum fidelitatis suscipit ex regia 
vel imperial) dominacione, ipse militum 
suorum fidelitotem suomque spondeat 
regal i vel imperial] persona).’’ 

* Rangerius, ‘ Liber de Anulo et 
Baculo,’ ‘ Lib. de Lite,’ vol. ii. p. 509 : — 
14. “ Anulus et baculus duo sunt sacra 
signa, nec ullo 

De laid manibua suscipienda 
modo. 

Anulus*ost pponsi, sponsie datur 
awdus, ut se 

Noverit uni us non alium cupere. 

11. At baoulus prelert signum pastoris 
opusque, 

U# lolovot lapaoa, cogftt et vie 
pigroe.” 

Those verses are thought to belong 
to the year 1110. Cf. Preface. 
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pudiates the notion that the temporalities of the Church could 
give the king any authority over it, for these were given to 
God, and could be reclaimed . 1 Again, he refers to the 
“ Donation ” of Constantine, and the great gifts aud honours * 
which he conferred upon the~!Pope ; but he denies emphaticT- 
ally that these conferred upon the Popes their spiritual 
authority, which, he maintains, they had always possessed . 8 


1 Id. id., 880 ; — 

“ Anutas et baculus in sacra signa 
datur. 

Anutas, ut sponsum se noverit et sibi 
iunctam, 

N on sibi, sed Christo, dihgat 
ecclosiam. 

At vero baculus, ut Christ i servet 
ovilo 

Et caveat sevos torrifioetquo tapos. 

871 : — 

Contendunt reges here signa dedisse 
priores : 

Ostendant, vol quos vel quibus et 
faoiant. 

Quod si non possunt ostondore, cesset 
abuaus, 

Neo iam sub gladio serviat hie 
baculus. 

An quia ditavit pia munificentia re- 
gum 

lEcclesias, dobet posteritos rapere 7 

Vel quid detenus, et libertatis honorem 

Et, quffi non tribuit, omnia dopri- 
mere 7 

An non enpitur libertas pontificalia, 

Quando iuratur re gibus et dominis 7 

Quando mauus dantuT, et per saora 
iura ligantur, 

Et ius ot ratio subditur imporio. 

Subditur et Christua, et Christi iure 
soluto 

Curia ouretur, curia diligitur. 

Iam canonas ape mi deeretaque con- 
ciliorum, > 

Qui contra oanones dixerit esto 
reus. 

Hina erases nasci iam tempora nostra 
queruatur 


Et decus tecclcsiaj deperiisae dolent. 

bum tamen late dolor maneat, apes 
ease videtur, 

Et apes, quse valeat vel revooare 
fidem. 

Sed dico, si rex aliquis e astella vel agree 

Contulit Krclesise, contuht et 
Domino. 

Hi vult aervitium, Christum aibi aub- 
dere querit, 

Qui dicit chriatoa quos levat in 
f&muloa. 

Sod Christua liber, et nulli subditur 
umquam, 

Et nulli christos subdidit ille suos. 

901 : — 

Domquo quod semel oat oblatum non 
lieet ultra 

Qua-n vel quaquam conditione premi. 

Si pec us est vel homo, sub libertate 
mauero 

Debot, sive domus aut, ager aut 
aliud. 

Sin alias, non est oblatio gratuitumve 

Menus, mercatura forsitan esse 
potest, 

Quando pauca damus, ut pVnrima 
Buscipiamus ; 

Quod facit ex ammo semper avarus 
homo.” 

* Id. id., 1107:— 

“Nonno dedit Romam 7 nunquid non 
prestitit illi, 

Ut pneter papain non regat alter 
earn 7 

Nunquid non apicem regni portare 
pet urbem 

Contulit et palm am, quando pla- 
eeret ei 7 
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No doubt Rangerius is quite uncompromising about the 
“ investiture ” with ring and staff, and his treatment of the 
“ temporalities ” is not conciliatory. 

If now we endeavour to put together the more important 
principles of the writers whom we have just considered, it 
seems reasonable to say that on the whole they repres ent a 
mediating tendency, or at least a clearer apprehension of the 
questions which were at issue. Ivo, although in most respects 
an adherent of the Papal party, agrees with the other party that 
the prince had the right to some place in ecclesiastical ap- 
pointments, while Hugh of Pleury maintains that the form 
of “ investiture ” by the prince with ring and staff should he 
given up ; and the author of the 1 Traetatus ’ is evidently 
willing that this should be done. Gregory of Catino alone 
maintains that this should be retained, and he sets out a 
theory about the position of the prince as head of the Church, 
which we shall discuss later ; but even he is clear that the 
“ investiture ” represents no spiritual power, but has relation 
only to the temporalities. It is indeed evident that the de- 
fenders of the secular claim were becoming more and more 
clearly conscious that it was on the political importance of 
the position of the greater ecclesiastics that this claim rested, 
and this is well expressed by the ‘ Traetatus ’ and by Gregory 
of Catino. 


N unquid ob hoc regum procollentis- 
aimus atque 

Solus in orbe potona oat domin- 
atus ei ? 

N unquid vol vestem vel lignum prarbuit 
illi, 

Per quod soiretur subditus ease aibi 7 
Denique cum causes habuisaet ponti- 
ficalia 

ConventuB, voluit eius in arbitno 
Fonere, sed timuit et legem fixit, ut 
ultra 

Ppntificum nullus curreut ad laicoa 
In rebus dubiis, et clericua omnia 
adiret, 

Pontificem proprium litis ad arbitrium. 


Sic ost, sic lcgimua ; aed quid 7 non 
antea praisul 

Romanus legea et aacra iura dodit 7 
Nunquid pontificea Ionge lateque per 
or bom 

A Christo Bimiles non habuere vices 7 
Num iam prsefuerut CorneliuB et 
Ciprianus 

Et plurea, quorum nomina nemo 
potest 

Dieere 7 tarn multi per tempora plurima 
•passi 

Emisere animaa aponte per ecclesiaa 7 
Ergo libertns, qua: dicitur ecclesiarum 

Non habet a quoquam prinoipe 
principium.” 
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CHAPTER V. 

PASCHAL n. AND HENRY V. 

We must now consider the history and character of the first 
attempt at a definite settlement of the “ investiture ” conflict, 
an attempt which was indeed startling in its boldness and 
audacity. For the proposal of Paschal II. to surrender the 
“regalia,” that is especially the whole of the quasi-political 
position and prerogatives of the bishoprics and abbeys, repre- 
sented a definite attempt on the part of that Pope to secure 
the spiritual liberty of the Church by the surrender of the 
temporal authority which it had come to hold. 

Before, however, we discuss the complex history of these 
years, it will be well to observe that in France and England 
the Papacy and the Temporal powers were able to arrive at an 
understanding about the quest ion of the appointment of bishops. 

It would seem that in Franco the papal prohibition of 
“ investiture **" was gradually accepted, and that in principle 
the right of election was recognised, though it seems also dear 
that the king retained his right of approval or confirmation. 1 

In England, Anselm on his return in 1100 after the 
death of William Rufus, took up a firm position about “ in- 
vestiture ” and homage •, he would not do homage, and he 
refused to consecrate bishops who had received “ investi- 
ture ” with ring and staff from the king. He had to 
leave England again in 1103, but the relations between 
himself and Henry I. wore never broken off, and finally a 

* Cf. the excellent discussion of the de Franoe, du IX mf au XIP 10 Sieole,’ 
subject in P. Imbert de la Tour, in. 1-6. 

' Lee Elections episcopates dans 1’EgliBe 
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settlement was reached, though we cannot be certain of all 
its details. 1 

The one statement in which we may no doubt put complete 
confidence is that of Anselm, in a letter to Pope Paschal, in 
which he reports that the king had surrendered his claim to 
the “ investiture of churches,” and that the king “ in personis 
eligendis nullatenus propria utitur voluntate, sed religiosorum 
se penitus committit consilio.” 2 * 

Eadmer gives two accounts of the settlement at the Council 
in London in 1107 ; in the ‘ Historia Novorum ’ lie reports 
that the king formally renounced the claim to invest with 
ring and staff, while Anselm undertook that no one should be 
deprived of his dignity because he had done homage to the 
king. In his life of Anselm, he says, “ Bex enim, ante- 
cesBorum suorum usu relicto, ncc personas quae in regimen 
ecclesiarum sumebantur per se elegit, nec eas per dationem 
virgac pastoralis ecclesiis quibus praefieibantur investivit.” 8 
This statement about election is supported by a Croyland MSS. 
cited by Spelman, 4 but is flatly contradicted by William 
of Malmesbury 5 and by Hugo Cantor. 6 

It is not easy to arrive at any certainty as to the precise 
terms of the agreement between Anselm and Henry, except 
that Henry gave up the claim to invest with ring and staff, 
while, as Anselm’s letter seems to mean, the king abstained 
from arbitrary interference in elections, while as would appear 
from abetter of 110b to Anselm, Paschal II. acquiesced 
reluctantly in what he hoped would be the temporary 
concession, that the bishops should do homage to the king. 7 

On the death of Henry IV. in 1106, his son, Henry V., 
who had hitherto been in alliance with the Papal party 
against his father, seems to have resumed the practice of 

1 I owe the references throughout to 4 Spelman, * Concilia,’ ii. p. 28. 

F. Makower, ‘ Die Verfassung dor * William of Malmesbury, ‘ Oesta,’ 

Kircho voa .England,’ Notes 23, 24, vol. y. p. 493. 

pp. 19, 20. • Hugo Cantor, ‘ History of Four 

* Eadmer, ‘ Historia Novorum ’ (p. Archbishops of York,’ p. 110. 

191). 7 Eadmer, ‘ Historia Novorum,’ p. 

* Id. id. (p. 188), Vita Anselmi, 63. 178. 
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appointing to bishoprics and presumably of giving the “in- 
vestiture ” of them. Pope Paschal II., who had succeeded 
Urban II. in 1099, had maintained the policy of Gregory' Vilr 
and Urban II., and had from time to time repeated 'the pro- 
hibition of -lay “ investiture.” No settlement of the "great 
dispute had therefore been reached, but attempts were, made 
after the accession of Henry to arrange for a meeting which 
should deal with them and, if possible, discover some solution. 1 * * * * 

We cannot here follow the events or the negotiations of 
these years in detail, but we must notice some of the most 
important stages of them. At a Council held at Guastalla in 
October 1106, Paschal II. renewed the prohibition of lay 
“ investiture,” but also arranged with the representatives of 
Henry Y. that he would shortly come to Germany.* FlntU' 
ing, however, as Sigebert in his ‘ Chronicle ’ suggests, that the 
attitude of the king and of the Germans was uncertain, he 
turned off to Franco. Henry would not assent to a form al 
consideration of the “ investiture ” queslionjjas it related to 
Germany,' at a Council held outside of German territory. 8 An 
informal meeting, however, took place at Chalons early in 
May 1107, and at; this meeting, of which the Abbot Suger 
gives a fairly detailed account, the Archbishop of Trier put 
forward a statement of the royal claim which is very note- 
worthy. As far back as the time of Gregory the_Great, he 
said, it was known that it belonged to the lawful right of the 
Empire that the following form of election shouMbe observed. I 
Before the formal election took place the consent; of the 
emperor to the person to be proposed should be procured, 
then the formal election should take place on the demand of 
the people, the election of the clergy, and the assent of the 
honoratiores. After consecration the bishop should go to the 
emperor to bo invested with the “ regalia ” by means of~fh¥" 
ring and staff, and should do homage and fidelity. XMTBT 
other condition ought he to be in possession of the towns, 

1 I must express my very great unter Kttmg Heinrich V.,’ Berlin, 

obligations throughout this chapter to 1883. 

the excellent monograph of Dr Genon * Sigebert, ’ Chron.,’ a.d. 1106. 

reiser, ‘Der Doutsoho Investiturstreit * Id. id., a.d. 1107. 

VOL. XV. 


H 
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castles, &c., which belonged to the imperial authority. If, he 
said, the Pope would agree to this, the king dom and the 
Church would Tie at peace . 1 _ 

We cannot be certain that Suger’s account is in e very 
detail correct,, but there seems no reason to doubt that it is 
substantially true, and in that ease it has considerable im- 
portance, for those proposals represent a substantial advance 
on the part of Henry V. towards a settlement. There are 
two very significant elements in the statement : the first, (hat 
the king demands not the right of appointment, but the right 
to be consulted before the election, ajid the veto j file second, 
that while Henry holds to the claim to invest with staff and 
ring, this was to follow”, not to precede consecration, and this 
is definitely related not to the general chara cter of th e 

episcopal office, but to the grant of the “regalia.” 

It would appear from Suger’s narrative that for the 
moment the royal proposals received no serious attention. He 
represents the Bishop of Piacenza as urging, in the name of 
the Pope, that it the Church could not elect a bisho p withou t 
consulting the king, it would be e quivalent to_ reducing'THe 
Church to slavery — that the royal investiture with ring^anTT 
staff was a usurpation of the divine right, and that the cere- 
mony of allegiance was contrary to the dignity of the clergy. 
The Germans, Suger says, heard the statement with great-in- 
dignation, and threatened that the quarrel should be settled 
“ not heie, but at Borne and with the sword.” 2 * 


1 Suger, * Vita Lud VI ’ <M G H ; 

S S., vol. xxvi p. 50) . “ ‘Tabs est, 4 

mquit, 4 donum nostri imperatoris, 
pro qua mittunur, causa. Temponbus 
antecessorum vestrorum, sanctorum 
et apostolicorum virorum, Magiu Gre- 

gom et aliorum, hoc ad ms impcni 
pertmere dinoscitur, ut in oznni elec- 
tione hie ordo servelur . antequam 
electio in palam pro/eratur, ad aures 
domim imperatons perferre et, si 
personam deceat, assensum ab eo ante 
factam eleetionem assumere, deinde 
in conventu secundum canonee peti- 
oione populi, elections cler,, assensu 


honoratiorum proferro, consocratum 
libere net sunonuue ad doixunum 1 m- 
peratorem pro regalibus, ut anulo et 
virga mvestiatur, ledidere fidelitatem 
et homunum facere Nec minim , civi- 
tates eum et castella, marchias, the- 
lonea et queque lmperatoruc dignitatis 
nullo modo all ter debore occupare. Si 
hec dominus papa sustineat, prospers 
et bona pace rognum et ajcclesiam ad 
honoAm Dei inlierere * 44 

* Id. id. id. . 44 Super hia igitur 

dominus papa consults oratons epis- 
copi Placentini voce respondit . Ec- 
cleeiam, precioso Ihesu Chnsti sanguine 
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At the end of May Paschal held a Council at Troyes and 
there promulgated a decree for the free election of bishops, 
and condemned the interference of the laity in ecclesiastical 
appointments ; 1 but it was, at the same time, agreed that 
Henry V. should come to Italy in the following year, and 
that the whole question should then be considered at a 
General Council.* This arrangement fell to the ground, but 
negotiations between the Pope and Henry continued, and 
it has been suggested by Dr Peiser that the ‘Tractatus de 
Investitura,’ which we considered in the last chapter, belongs 
to this time, and represents a definite movement of the Im- 
perial party towards a compromise.® In the year 1109 
Henry V. sent an embassy, composed of important bishops, to 
the Pope to announce his intention of coming to Borne ; the 
envoys were well received by Paschal, and were assured by 
him, according to the ‘ Annals of Paderborn, ’ that he would ask 
for nothing but that which belonged to canonical and ecclesi- 
astical right, and would not in any respect endeavour to 
diminish the rights of the king. 4 

In August of the year 1110 Henry V. set out on his 


redemptam et liberum conetitutam, 
nullo modo iterate anoillari oportoro ; 
m ireclesia, eo ineonaulto. prelatum 
oligore non possit, cassata Chrieti 
morte, ei serviliter Bubiacere ; hi virga 
et anulo investiatur, cum ad altaria 
eiuaznodi pertinoant, contra Deum 
ipaum usurpare ; ei sacrataa dominie o 
oorpori et sanguini manus laici mani- 
bua gladio eanguinolentis obligando 
eupponant, ordini auo et sacra; unoti- 
oni derogaro. Cum quo hoc et liis 
similia oervicoei audissent logati. Tou- 
tonico impetu frendentos tumultu- 
abant, et, si tuto auderent, convicia 
oruotuarent, iniurias interrent. ‘Non 
bio,’ inquiunt, ‘ nod Roma? glc^iiis liie 
terminabitur querela.’ ” 

1 Ekkehard, 1 Chronicon,’ 1101; 
“ tandem circa ascensionem Domini 
concilium non modicum apud Tree as 
habuit, ubi inter multa, quae pro 


temporo et necessitate corrigenda 
corrox.it, sententiam do libera paa- 
torum elections et de coheroenda 
laicorum in scccleaiasticaa dignitatee 
presumption© iuxta predecessorum 
suorum decreta promulgavit.” 

* Id. id., 1 107 : “ Super qua ques- 
tione quia in alieno regno quicquam 
diffimri, utpote Romano iam incipiena 
potiri Hceptro, Heinricua non palitur. 
indue be sibi totum eequentis anni 
apacium Romam voniendi et eandem 
causam generali concilio ventilandi 
conceduntur.” 

■ Cf. p. 103. 

* ‘ Annalee Fadebomenaes,’ 1110: 
“ Ea tantum, que canonici et eccle- 
aiastici juris sunt, domnum apostoli- 
cum exigere ; de hie vero, qu® regii 
iuria sunt, domno regi se n ihil im- 
minuere.” 
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expedition to Italy accompanied by a large army, and by 
the end of the year he had arrived at Arezzo, and from 
tnere entered into communications with Paschal II. ; from 
Acquapendente he again sent envoys, and ~ they returned 
to him along with the representatives of the Pope at 
Sutri. 

In considering the main points of the negotiations which 
followed it may be well to begin by considering the short 
account which is given of them by Ekkehard in his ' Chronicle.’ 
The envoys of the Pope declared that he was willing to conse- 
crate the king, and to render him all honour and goodwill, if 
‘ the king would promise liberty to iho Church by forbidding 
[lay “investiture.”. In return the Pope undertook tha£~tlie~ 
Church should surrender all duchies, countships, tolls, &c. , an d 
all the other “ regalia ” which if possessed. The king assented 
to~this proposal, but on condition that this arrangement 
should be established “ firma et autontioa ratione, consilio 
quoque vel concordia totius apcclesiso ae regni principum 
assensu.” That is, the king required that, this agreement 
should be sanctioned by the counsel and consent of the whole 
Church, and the assent of the princes of the Empire. Ekke- 
hard adds that the king did not believe that these could be 
obtained . 1 

We possess the details of the negotiations and of the events 
which\ followed in two forms : the one a narrative, written by 
an adherent of Paschal II., who was himself an eye-witness, 
which was embodied in the "Register of Paschal II., and passed 
into the ‘ Annales Romani ’ ; the other an encyclical letter 
of Henry V. addressed to all Christian people. These not 
only contain accounts of the events, but also reproduce some of 


1 Ekkehard, ‘ Chronioon,’ 1111: 
“ Ibi legati apoatolici cum miaaia regiia 
adveoientee, promptuzn case papam ad 
consecrationem et omnom regia hon- 
orem et voluntatem, si tamea ipse 
sibimet aanusret libertatem teocleai- 
arum, laicam ab illis prohibens inves- 
tituram, reoipiendo nichilomiaus ab 
aecclesiie ducatua, marchias, oomitatua. 


advocstias, monetae, thelonea, esateror- 
umque regalium qua 1 possident sum* 
mam. Prebuit rex asseoauro, red eo 
P«oto, ^ quatinus hare transmutatio 
firma et autentica ratione, consilio 
quoque vel concordia totius aaoclesiaa 
ao regni principum assensu stabiliretur ; 
quod etiam vix aut nullo modo fieri 
posae credebatui.” 
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the more important documents in which the attempted agree- 
ment was embodied. . 

The first important documents are those which contain the 
reciprocal promises of Henry V. and Paschal H. Henry V. 
promised that, when the Pope had carried out what in his 
agreement he undertook with regard to the “regalia,” 
he would surrender all claim to the “investiture,” and that 
the Church should go free with the “ oblations ” and pos- 
sessions which did not belong to the kingdom ; and that 
he would restore the patrimony and possessions of St Peter, 
as had been done by .Charles, Louis, Henry, and the other 
emperors . 1 

Paschal II. promised by Peter Leonis, the Prefect of Borne, 
that if the king fulfilled his undertaking, as expressed in the 
other document, the Pope, on the day of the coronation of the 
emperor, would command the bishops who were present to 
surrender to the king and kingdom the “ regalia ” which had 
belonged to the kingdom in the time of Charles, Louis, Henry, 
and his predecessors. He undertook that he would, in writ- 
ing, command with “ authority and justice,” and under the 
penalty of excommunication, that no one of the bishops, 
present or absent, or their successors, should interfere with or 
invade these same “regalia ” — that is, the cities, duchies, count- 
ships, &c., which clearly belonged to the kingdom . 2 Peter 


1 M. Q. H.. Legum, Sect. IV., Con- 
stitutionex, vol. i. 83, ‘ Tractatus rum 

Paachali II. et Corona tio Romana,' 
* Promissio Kegia ’ : “ Rex script o re- 
futabit omnem investituram omnium 
ecnlesiarum in manu domni pape, in 
conspeotu clori et populi, in die corona- 
tionis sue. Kt postquam domnus papa 
fecerit de rogalibua Bicut in alia carta 
script um est, Sacramento firmabit, 
quod numquam se de inveutituris 
ulterius intromittet. Et dimj^tet ec- 
olesias liberas cum oblatiombus et 
poeeessionibus quie ad regnum mani- 
festo non pertinebant. Et absolvet 
populos a iuramentia que contra epis* 
copos facta sunt. Patrimonia et poa- 


sessiones beati Petri restituet et con- 
cedet, sicut a Karolo, Loctoico, Heinrioo 
et aliis imperatoribu8*Ibctum est, et 
tenere adiuvabit secundum suum 
poaee.” 

* Id., 85 : * Promissio Pap® per 

Petrum Leonis dicta.’ (“ Si rex adim- 
pleverit domno paps, sicut in alia 
conventionis cartula scriptum est,) 
domnus papa precipiet episoopis pre- 
sent, bus in die coronations eius, ut 
dimittant regalia rsgi, et regno quw 
ad regnum pertinebant tempore Karoli, 
Lodoici, Heinrici et aliorum prsodeces- 
sorum eius. Et scripto firmabit sub 
anathemate auctoritate (sua) et iustitia, 
nequis eorum (vol) prssentium vol 
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Leonis swore that if the Pope should not carry out his pro- 
mise he would join the king . 1 

With these mutual undertakings we must now compare a 
declaration which is included in Henry’s encyclical. It is 
suggested toy the editor of the ‘ Constitutions ’ that PaBchal was 
to have promulgated this on the day of the coronation. This 
document contains not only the formal decree commanding 
the restoration of the “ regalia,” but also a reasoned statement 
of the circumstances which had led the Pope to take this 
measure. He declares that, while no priest ought to take part 
in secular business or attend secular courts, except for the 
purpose of assisting any who were oppressed, in Henry’s king- 
dom the bishops and abbots were continually occupied with 
secular affairs because they had accepted from the king, cities, 
duchies, and other charges which belonged to the service of 
the kingdom. To this cause he traces the growth of the custom 
that no bishop should tot' consecrated till he had received 
“ investiture ” from the king. This had been the cause of 
simony, and of appointments to bishoprics without election, 
and it was to remedy these evils that Gregory VII. and 
Urban II. had condemned all lay “investiture,” and that he 
had confirmed this action. Therefore he decrees that all the 
“ regalia ” which belonged to the kingdom m the time of 
Charles, Louis, Henry, and the king’s other predecessors were to 
be surrendered, and that no bishop or abbot was for the future 
to claimHhem, unless by some special favour of the king, 
and that no one of his successors in the Apostolic See was to 
molest him or his kingdom with regard to this matter. He 
then decrees that the churches, with the oblations and posses- 
sions which clearly did not belong to the kingdom, were to be 


absentium vel successoros oorum in- 
tromittant se vel invadant eadem 
regalia, id est civitates, ducatus, 
marchias, comitatus, monetae, telon- 
eum, mercatum, advocatias regni, iura 
centuxionum et curtes quro (manifesto) 
regni erant, cum pertinentiis suie, 
militiam et castra (regni). Nec ipse 
regent et regnum super his ulterius 


inquietabit, et pnvilegio sub anathe- 
mate eonfirmabit, ne posteri (sui) in- 
quiet aro pruaumant . Regem benigne 
et hoD orifice suscipiet et, more p ra»- 
deeessdlum ipsius catholiuorum scienter 
non subtraoto, coronabit. Et ad ten- 
endum regnum officii sui auxilio adiu- 
vabit.” 

1 Id., 80. 
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free, in accordance with the promise which Henry had made 
on the day of hiB coronation . 1 

It is clear that we have in these mutual prormsea_an- 


1 Id., 90 : ‘ Pasohalia II. Privile- 
gium Primse Conventionia.’ “ Pas- 
chalis episcopus aervua aervorum 
Dei dilee to Clio Hoinrico eiusque 
successoribus in perpetuum. Et 
divine legis institutions sanccitum 
eat et sacratis canonibus intordictum, 
ne sacerdotea curia aeeuloribus occu- 
pentur, neve ad romitatum, nisi 
pro dampnatie eruendis aut pro aliia 
qui iniuriam patiuntur, acccdant. 
Unde ot apostolus Paulus : ‘ Soeu- 

laria, inquit, iudicia si habueritia, 
oontcmptibilcs qui sunt in occlesia, 
illos constituite ad iudicandum.’ In 
regni autem vostri partibua episcopi 
vel abbatos adoo curia accularibus oc. 
cupantur, ut cnrnitatum aaaiduo fro- 
quentare et militiam cxerccro cogantur, 
Que nimirum aut vix aut nullomodo 
nine rapinis. sarrilegiis, incendiia aut 
homicidiia oxliibentur. Ministri enim 
oltaria ministri curie facti sunt, quia 
civitatcs, ducatus, marchiaa, mount as, 
curtes et cetera ad regni servitiura 
pertinentia rcgibus accepcrunt. Unde 
etiam moa inolevit ecclceien intollora- 
bilia, ut cpiacopi electi nullomodo 
conaeerationein accipereut, nisi priua 
per manum regiain invoatirentur. Qua 
ex cauaa et aymoniace heresis pravitos 
et ambitio nonnunquam tanta pre- 
valuit, ut nulla elections premises 
epiacopolea cathodre invaderentur. 
Aliquando otiam vivia epiacopiB in- 
veatiti aunt. Hia ot aliia plurimis 
malia, qui per inveatituras plerumquo 
contigerant, predecoaaorea noatri Grc- 
goriua VII., Urbanua II., felicia 
memorie pontifices exoitati, -collect ia 
frequenter epiacopalibus ooncuiis, in- 
veatituras illaa manus laioe damp- 
naverunt, et qui per eae obtinuiaaent 
occleaiae deponendos, donatoree quo- 


que communions privandoa ease cen- 
nuerunt : iuxta illud apoatoUeortun 
canonum capitulum quod ita ae habet : 
‘ Si quis episcopus aeculi poteatatibus 
uaua ecclesiam per ipeoa obtineat, 
doponatur et aegregetur, omneaque 
qui illi communicant.’ Quorum ves- 
tigia aubaequentes, et nos eorum 
sententiam epiacopali concilio confir- 
mavimus. Tibi itaquo, fili Karissime 
rox Heinrice et nunc per officium 
nostrum Dei gratia Eomanorum im- 
perator, et regno, regalia ilia dimit- 
tenda preoipimua, que ad regnum 
manifesto pertinebant tempore Karoli, 
Ludnvici, Heinrici et oeterorum pre- 
deceaaorum tuorum. Interdicimus 
etiam et sub diatrictione anathematia 
proliibemus, ne quis epiacoporum bou 
nbbatum, preaentium vel futurorum, 
oadem regalia invadant, id est eivi- 
tatee, ducatus, marchiaa, comitatua, 
monotaa, teloueum, mercatum, advo- 
cating regni, iura centurionum et 
curtea que maniieate regni erant, cum 
pertinentiiB auia, militiam et castra 
regni, nec ae deincepa niai per gratiam 
regia de ipais regalibua intromittant. 
Sot nec posteriB nostria iiceat, qui 
post nos in apoatolica aede succeaserint, 
to aut regnum supor hoc inquietare 
negotio. Porro ecclesias cum obla- 
tionibua et liereditariis poaaessionibus, 
que ad regnum maniieate non pertine- 
bant, liberas manere dacemimus, aiout 
in die coronationia turn omnipotent i 
Domino in conBpectu totiua ecclesie 
promisiati. Oportet enim episoopos 
curia accularibus expeditoa curam 
suorum agere populorum nec eooleaiis 
auia abease diutius. Ipsi enim iuxta 
apostolum Paulum pervigilant, tarn- 
quam rationem pro animabus eorum 
reddituri.” 
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attempt to put an end to the “ investiture ” conflict in a 
manner which was little less than ~re volutionary;. _We can 
sfcB that it was recognised that the “ investiture ” conflict had 
arisen out of conditions which in some measure justified the 
demands of both sides, ifho Pope admits that it was the fact 
that the bishops held great political powers, which had IeeTto 
the claim that the bishop could not be consecrated* without the 
toyal consent and “investiture,” and^he contends that* this 
had led to simony, and the frequently complete, destruction 
of the right of free election. It was, therefore, to destroy 
the root of the whole tiouble that Paschal proposed tha t the 
Church should surrender the regalia, while Henry promised 
in return to surrender “investiture.” The proposals were 
indeed far-reaching and radical. They did not indeed mean 
that the Church would have been divested of all property : 
it would have retained the tithes and much of its lands ; but 
they would, if carried out, have completely altered the politi- 
cal position of the Church, especially, no doubt, in Germany, 
but in a large measure in all European countries. 

The encyclical letter of Henry V. was intended as a 
general vindication of his conduct both in regard to these 
negotiations and to the events which followed. We must 
consider it therefore first as representing what Henry wished 
the world to understand as his own attitude to the proposals. 
He begins by representing himself as anxious to serve the 
Church and to conform to its wishes, so far as was just. 
Paschal proposed to him measures which should exalt and 
enlarge the kingdom, but in reality was treacherously 
endeavouring to destroy the actual position of the kingdom 
and the Church. Paschal, he says, proposed without any 
formal deliberation ( absque omni audientia) to take away from 
the kingdom that form of “ investiture ” of bishops and 
abbots which it had possessed since the time* of Charles, for 
more than three hundred years. When the royal envoys 
then asked what would in that casC. become of the royal 
authority, inasmuch as his predecessors had given almost 
everything to the churches, Paschal replied that the king 
should receive and retain all the estates and “ regalia ” which 
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had been given to the churches by Charles, Louis, Henry, and 
his other predecessors, while they should be satisfied if they 
retained the tithes and oblations. The royal envoys replied 
that the king was unwilling to do such violence to the 
churches, and to incur the charge of sacrilege. The Pope faith- 
fully promised, and his envoys swore for him, that he would 
himself “cum iustitia et auctoritate,” take these things from 
the churches and transfer them to the king and the kingdom. 
The royal envoys therefore promised that if the Pope carried 
out his undertaking — though they knew that this could not 
be done— the king would surrender the “ investitures ” of the 
churches . 1 

It is clear first that Henry V. was anxious that he should 
not be held responsible for the proposal to deprive the 
bishoprics and abbeys of their political position and authority, 
that it was the Pope from whom this had come ; and 


1 Id., 100 ; * Encychca Heinriei 

V.’ : “ Hoinricus Dei gratia Homan- 
orum imperator augustus omnibus 
Christi et eccleai® fidolibus. Notum 
ease volumus dilectioni ot discre- 
tion! vest™ ea quae inter nos et 
dominum ilium Fasclialcm erant, 
quomodo incepta tractate ot poraola 
sint, scilicet de conventions inter me 
et ipsum, de traditione Romanorum 
in me et meos, ut audita intolligat, in- 
tellects examinet, examinata diiudicet, 
Igitur rum in eo esaem totua, ut me 
ad occleaiffi utilitatem et ipsius votum, 
si iustum esaet, componerom, cepit 
dilatationem et exaltationem regni 
super omnos anteceaaorea meos pro- 
mittere ; studebat subdole tomen, 
quomodo regnum et oocloaiam a statu 
suo disoindoret, traotare. Quod sio 
facere aggressus est. Regno nostro 
i am a Carolo treoentis et eo amplius 
annis et sub sexaginta tribus apos- 
tolicis investitures episeopatuum et 
abbatiarum, eorumdem auctoritate et 
privilegiorum flrmitate tenenti, absque 
omni audiontia volebat auferre. Et 
cum per nuntios nostros ab eo que- 


reretur, omnibus liis ablatis, quid de 
nobis fieret, in quo regnum nostrum 
constarot, quoniam omnia fere ante- 
cossores noBtri ecclesiis concesserunt 
et tradiderunt, subiunxit : ‘ Fratres, 

ecclesi® decimis et oblatiopibus suis 
content® sint ; rex vero omnia praedia 
et regalia, qusc a Karolo et Lodoyco, 
Ottone et Heinrico aliisque suis pr®- 
docessoribus ®ccleaiis oollata sunt 
recipiat et detineat.’ Ad ha'c cum 
nostri rosponderent, nos quidem nolle 
ecclesiis violentiam inferre nec ista 
subtrahendo tot sacrilegia incurrere, 
fiducialiter promisit et sui saoramento 
pro ipso promiserunt : dominica ‘ Esto 
mihi in Deum,’ se omnia h®c cum 
iusticia et auctoritate ecclesiis auferre 
nobisque et regno cum iusticia et 
auctoritate sub anathemate confirmare 
et corroboraro ; nostris itidem firman- 
tibus, si hoc, uti pra emissum eet, 
eompleeset— quod tamen nullo mode 
posse fieri sciebant — me quoque in- 
vestitures eoclesiarum, uti qu® rebat, 
refutaturum, sicut in carta coaven- 
tionis plenius videre poteritte.” 
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secondly, that he wished it to be believed that he himself 
had never thought that the Pope could carry out his under- 
taking. Ekkehard, as we have seen, says that the king’s 
assent was only given on the understanding that the Pope’s 
promise should be ratified by the counsel and agreement of 
the Church and of the princes of the kingdom, and it seems 
probable that- this is what is meant by the phrase which 
Henry reports as having been twice repeated in the papal 
promise, namely, that this should be done “ cum iusticia et 
auctoritate.” It is, as we shall see, the resistance of the 
bishops and abbots, both German and Boman, which Henry 
represents as causing the failure of the proposed arrangement. 

We turn then to consider tho actual events which followed 
on Henry’s arrival in Borne. Henry’s encyclical represents 
himself as having been treacherously attacked when he entered 
the city ; but without allowing himself to be disturbed, he 
says, he proceeded to the gates of St Peter’s and then, to 
make it clear that he intended no injury to the Church of 
God, promulgated a statement. He then demanded that 
the Pope should carry out his promise, as contained in the 
“ Promissio Papa*,” “ cum iusticia et auctoritate.” When, 
however, the Pope attempted to promulgate IhiB, he was 
resisted to the face by all the bishops and abbots, both 
German and Boman, and by all the sons of the Church, who 
denounced his decree as being mere heresy . 1 


\ 

1 M. G. H., Logum, Sect. IV., Con- 
stitutiones, vol. i. 100 con. : “ De tradi- 
tione vero in nos et in nostros sir se res 
habet. Vix portas civitatis mgressi 
sumus, cum ex nostris infra menia se- 
cure vagantibus quidam vulnerati, alii 
intcrfocti sunt, omnes vero spoliati aut 
capti sunt. Ego tamen quasi pro levi 
causa non motus, bona et tranquilla 
mente usque ad ecclesiss beati Petri 
ianuas cum prooessione perveni ubi 
ut ostenderexn, nullam eccleeiarum Dei 
disturbationem ex nostro velle pre- 
cedere, in ounctorum astantium oculis 
et auribus hoc decretum promulgavi. 
“ Ego Heinricus Dei gratia Roman orum 


imperator augustux affvrmo Deo ot 
Mancto Petro, omnibus episcopis, abbati- 
bus ot omnibus ocelesiis omnia quse an- 
tecessoros me regos vol imperatores eis 
roncesserunt vel tradiderunt. Et quffi 
illi pro spe eternsc retributionis 
obtulerunt Deo, ego peccator pro 
timore torribilia iudicii nollo modo sub- 
trahererocuso.” Hoc decreto a me lecto 
et subscripto, petii ab eo, ut Bicut in 
carta^ convent ionis eius scriptum est, 
mihi adimplerit. Heec est carta conven- 
tioms eius ad me [No. 85, see p. 1 17]. . . . 
Cum ergo supradictss postulationi in- 
Bisterem, scilicet ut cum iustitia et 
auctoritate promissam mihi conven- 
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Henry’s encyclical, unfortunately, is broken off at this 
point. Ekkehard's account, which is chiefly based upon a 
narrative composed by a certain David the Scot, whom 
Henry had brought with him , 1 gives a similar description of 
the tumultuous resistance of the “ princes ” to the proposals 
of the Pope, which involved the spoliation of the churches, 
and the loss of their “ beneficia. ” 2 ✓ 

The account given in the Roman narrative fs more detailed. 
After relating the arrival of the king in Rome, and his 
reception and designation as emperor by the Pope on the 
steps of St Peter’s, it proceeds to relate that they all entered 
the church, and the Pope then requested Henry to complete 
the renunciation of the right of “investiture ” and£Ee other 
promises which he had made, while he on his part was pre~ 
pared to fulfil what he had promised. Henry, however, 
instead of at once complying, withdrew with his bishops and 
princes into a part of tlie church near the “ secrctarium,” and 
there deliberated with them. At last, after a long delay, the 
German bishops returned, and declared that the written 
agreement could not be confirmed “ auctoritate et iuatitia." 
The - Pope replied by urging that “the things which are 
Caesar’s should be given to Caesar,’’ and that no one in the 
service of God should involve himself in secular matters ; but 
they persisted in what the Roman narrative calls their 
“ deceitfulness and obstinacy.” 3 


tionem finnavit, universis in faoiom 
eius reaistontibus et decreto euo planum 
beresim inclamantibus, scilicet, episcopis 
ubbatibus, tain euis quam nostna, ot 
omnibus ecclesia* tiliin, hoc. si salva 
pace eeelesiae died potest, privilegium 
proferre voluit." (No. BO, see p. 
119 .) 

1 Ekkehard, ‘ Chronioon,’ a. 1110. 

* Ekkehard, * Chronicon,’ a. 1111: 
*' Post haeo quae gesta sunt, longisy mum 
eat enarraxe ; utpote quam immensa 
honorificcntia sit receptus et per Ar- 
genteam portam usque ad medicun ro- 
tam antique Romanorum instituto de- 
ductus, ibique lectis publioe privileges, 


tumultuantibus in infinitum pnnei- 
pibus per tecclesiarum spoliatione, ao 
per hoc beneficiorum suonim abla- 
tione.” 

* Id., 09 ! Relatio Registri Pas- 
chal is II. : “ Post ingressum basilic® 
cum in Rotam porfireticam per- 
venisset, posit is utrimque sedibus 
consederunt. Pontifex refutationem 
investitures et cetera, quae in con- 
ventions carta scripta fuerant, requi- 
sivit, paratus et ipse que in alia 
conventions carta scripta fuerant ad- 
implere. 

Ille cum episcopis suis et principi- 
bus secessit in partem iuxta eecre- 
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The tenor of the arguments which are attributed to the 
Pope seems clearly to refer to the surrender of those rights 
of the bishops which did not belong to their spiritual office, 
and it would seem therefore that, by the agreement which the 
German bishops said could not be confirmed, they meant the 
agreement to surrender the “regalia,” and that, when they 
said that it could not be confirmed “ auctoritate et iustitia,” 
they meant that the consent of the Church was necessary and 
would not be given. 


The negotiations thus broke down, and we must consider 
briefly what followed. The discussions continued all day till 
the evening was coming on ; it was then proposed by the 
friends of the Pope that he should proceed at once with the 
coronation of the emperor, while the further negotiations 
should be postponed till the following week. The repre- 
sentatives of Henry would not, however, agree to this, and 
finally the Pope and his companions were held captive. On 
the following day the Eomans vigorously attacked the German 
forces, and on the third day Henry retreated from Home, 
carrying the Pope and cardinals with him. The Pope was 
held in captivity, while Henry demanded that he should 
formally recognise the royal right of “ investiture ” ; but he 
also declared that the right which he claimed had no reference 
to the churches or the spiritual functions of the bishop, but 
only v to the “regalia.” Finally Paschal, overcome by the 
representations which were continually made to him of the 


tarium j ibi diutius quod eis plaeuit 
tractaverunt, In quo traetatu inter- 
fuerunt Longobardi episcopi tree, 
Bemardua Parmensis, Bonus senior 
Regitanus, Aldo Placentinus. Cum 
autem longior se hora protraeret, 
missis nuntiis pent if ex conventionis 
supradicte tenorem repetiit adimpleri. 
Tune episcopi transalpini ad pontificis 
vestigia corruerunt, et ad oris oecula 
surrexerunt. Set post paululum 
familiares regi dolos suos paulatim 
aperire cceperunt, di centos : script um 


ilhid, quod eondirtum fuerat, non 
posse firmari auctoritate et iustitia. 
Quibus rum euangolica et apoBtolica 
obiceretur auctoritas quia ot 1 reddonda 
sunt cesari qua sunt cesaris.' et 
1 nemo militant* Deo implicat se 
negotiis sacularibus,* cum armorum 
usus, secundum beatum Ambrosium, 
ab eftscopali officio alienus sit. Cum 
hsec et allis apostolica et eanonica 
capitula obieerentur, jtli tamen in 
dolositate sua et pertinacia permane- 
bant." 
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devastation of the Boman territory, the min of the Roman 
city and Church, and the imminent danger of schism, gave 
•way, saying that he was compelled to do that for the libera- 
tion of the Church which he would never have done to save 
his life3 

The documents containing the actual terms of the agree- 


1 Id. id. : “ Cum iam dies declinaret 
in vespers, c.onsultum s fratribus, ut 
rex oodom die coronaretur, ceterorum 
tractatus in sequontexn ebdomadatn 
difforetur. Illi etiam hoc adversati 
Sunt. Inter liax; tsm pontifex quamque 
ot prefect us et omnes, qui cum eo erant, 
a militibus armatia custodiebantur. . . . 
Capta cut cum eo et diaconorum ac 
notariorum et laycorum numuroeior 
multitudo. Qui autem evaHoruut, 
alii expoliat i, alii gravius verberati 
sunt. Foetus ost igitur in Urbo tots 
repentinus tumultus, dolor et gemi- 
tus. 

Fostera die Romani adversus Teu- 
tonicos acrius pugnaverunt , adoo ut 
eos ex porticu peno propulerunt ; ex 
qua pugna pluros ex utraquo parte 
mortui fuorunt, set plures ox parte 
Teutonicorum. Unde tan t us eos fprror 
invasit, ut per totum sequens biduum 
die ac noote in armis cs-iont. 
Porro, cum se Romani die tertio com- 
inus pugnaturos pronunt iassent, illi 
noete ipsa tanto metu ex porticu 
profugerunt, ut non solum sarcinas set 
multos otiam socios in ospitiis reliquis- 
sent. 

Dehine usquo ad pedom Soractis 
montis progrediens, iuxta boat) 
Andrea: monasterium Tiber is alvoum 
transierunt et per Sabinos ad Lucanum 
pontem iter agentes, ulteriorus Ro- 
manes urbis partes aggressi sunt 
Traebantur inter heo et cleri^prum 
et laycorum nonnulli funibuB alligati. 
Pontifex autem eum duobus episcopis, 
Savinenei videlicet et Portuenei, et 
cardinalibus quatuor aput caetellum 


Trobicum, oeteri vero cardinalea aput 
Corcodilum in custodia tenebantur. 
Itaque cum et agros Romanorum rex 
cotidic depopularetur et eorum animos 
dolo ac pecunia pertemptaret, tantam 
Deus populo constantiam tribuit, ut 
nichil cum eis pacisci sine papse et 
cardinatium liberatione potuerunt. 
Divorsis inter hire oonsiliis dietrse- 
batur. Set porpetrati sceleris conscius, 
nicldl sibi ulterius tutum fore aput 
papam arbitrabatur. In hoc tandem 
plena deliberations convenit, ut omnes 
quos ceperat liberos faceret, dummodo 
seenritatem sibi aput papam futuri 
lemporis provideret. Hoc prefect o 
per principes suos, hoc per clericos, 
hoc per layoos, hoc per cives Romanos 
sollicitius satagebat. Ceterum domnug 
papa facilius vitam exponere quam 
invest ituris episoopatuum et abbati- 
arum consentire maJebat, quamviB ille 
per invostituriiB illas non ecclesias, non 
ofiiciu quolibot, sot sola regalia se dare 
asscrcret. l’roponebatur pontifici cap- 
tivorum culamitates, quod ammissis 
lit>eria et uxoribus dome et patria 
exules durionbus compedibus arceban- 
tur. Proponebatur eccleeia- Romano 
desolafio, que pens omnes cardinales 
ammiserat. Froponobatur gravissi- 
mum seismatiB periculum, quod pone 
univorsa 1 Latinorum ecclesise immi* 
neret. Victus tandem miserii® fili- 
orum, laborans gravibus suspiriis 
atque gomitibus ot in lacrimas totus 
effusus : ‘ Cogor, ait, pro ecclesie 

liberations hac pace hoc pati, hoo 
permittere quod pro vita mea nulla- 
tenus consentirein.’ ” 
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ment are contained in the Boman narration and in a second 
imperial report. The terms under which the papal con- 
cession was first made are very important. The Pope 
promises to confirm by a “ Priviiegium ” the following arrange- 
ments. The bishop or abbot is to be freely elected without 
simony, with the assent of the king. He is then to be 
“ invested ” far the king with the ring and staff. The bishop 
or abbot who j as thus been freely “invested,” is freely to 
receive consecration from the person to whom this belongs. 
No one, who has not received “ investiture ” from the king, 
may be consecrated, even though he has been elected by the 
clergy and people. Archbishops and bishops are to be per- 
mitted to consecrate those who have received “ investiture ” 
from the king . 1 The surrender to the imperial claim was 
very complete, but it should be noticed that Henry V. con- 
ceded in principle the right of a free election, and only 
claimed for himself the right lo give or refuse his assent. 
The concession may be construed as formal, but is not un- 
important. 

The actual “ Priviiegium ” repeats the terms of the 
promise, but it contains some important additions. It 
states that the right of “investiture ” had been granted 
by Paschal’s predecessors to former emperors, and~TEus 
apparently-admits the authenticity of those spurious docu- 
ments according to which this "right had been granted 
by Pope Hadrian I. and Popo Leo HI. We “have 
already noticed the citation of these by Wido of Ferrara.* 
More important, however, is the reason given for this, 


1 Id., 91 : ' Proroiasio Papas.’ “ Dom- 
nua papa Paschalis concodet domno 
regi Heiiirico et regno eius et privi- 
legio suo sub anathemale confirmabit 
et corroborabit, opiscopo vel abbate 
libere eleoto sine simonia assensu 
regis, quod donrnus rex ilium anulo 
et virga investiat. Episcopus autem 
vel abbas libere investitus libere ao- 
cipiat conseorationem ab eo, ad quern 


pertinuerit. Si quis vero a clero et 
populo eligatur, nisi a rege inveetiatur, 
a nomine oonsecretur. Et archiepis- 
copi et epigoopi hbertatem habeant 
consecrandi a regi investitos. Super 
his domnua papa Fasohalis non inqui- 
etabit regem Heinricum nec eius reg* 
numlt imperium.” 

’ Cf. p. 83. 
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namely, that the grant of the “ regalia ” to bishops and 
abbots had been on so great a scale . that the safety of 
the kingdom was dependent on them^ This reference to 
the irripOTtance of the “regalia ” to the Empire corresponds 
with the statement which we have just notice^ that WPIffy 
V.’s claim to the right of “investiture ” had - i»£erfince_.Qnty 
to the “ regalia ” and not to the spiritual ^office of the 
bishop. / 

Ekkehard narrates these events briefly, and concludes with 
the expression of joy that at last the glory of God and peace 
on earth had been reached, and the long scandal of division 


1 Id., 96 : ‘ rrivilegium Paacholis II. 
de Investiturie.’ “ Paaclialia episcopus, 
eervus servorum Dei, karissinin in 
Christo filio Heinrioo gtorioso Tou- 
tonicorura regi et per Dei omnipo- 
tent i» gratiam Romanorum imj'erntori 
auguato aalutem ct apostolicam lione- 
dictionom. Regnnm veatrura Banetee 
Romanic ecclesiai aingularitor cohorere, 
dispositio divina constituit. Predo- 
ceasorea aiquidem veatri probitatis et 
prudentia) amplioris gratia Romans' 
urbia coronam ct imperiurn consocuti 
aunt. Ad euiua videlicet coronie ot 
imperii dignitatem tuam quoquo per- 
sonam, flli kariaaime Hoinriec, per 
noatri sacordotii miniatorium roaieataa 
divina provexit. Hlam igitur digni- 
tatis prerogativam, quam predeeea- 
aoroa noatri vostria predoeeaaoribus 
eatholieia imperatoribua coneeaaemnt 
ot privilegiorum paginia confirma- 
verunt, noa quoquo dilectioni tutu 
concedimus et proaontia privilegi 
pagina oonfirmamus, ut regni tui 
cpiaoopia vel abbatibua libero, protor 
violentiam et aimoniam, oloetis in- 
vestituram virg* et anuli conferas. 
l*ost inveatitionem vero canonieo con- 
aocrationem accipiant ab episco^jo ad 
quem pertinuerit. Si quia autem a 
olero et populo prefer aaaenaum tuuin 


eleetua fuorit, niai a to inveatiatur, a 
nomine conaeeretur [excoptia nimirum 
illia qui vel in archiopiacoporum vel 
in Romani pontifieis solont dispositiono 
conaisterel. Sane archiepiscopi vel 
epiacopi libortatem habeant a te in- 
veatitua episcopos vel abbutoa canonieo 
conaocrandi. Prodeceaaores onim vestri 
oooleaiaa regni aui tnntia regalium 
auonim Iwneficiia ampharunt, ut reg- 
nura ipsum episcoporum maxime vel 
abbatum proaidiis oporteat oommuniri, 
ot popularcs diseensiones, quo in 
elect ionibus sepo contingunt, regal i 
oporteat maiestate compesci. Quam 
ob rom prudentie et poteatati tua 
eura debet aollicitiuB imminere, ut 
Romanic oceloaise magnitudo et eetef- 
arum aalua tuia prestante domino 
boneficiia et servieiia conaervetur. Si 
qua igitur eceleaiastica secularisve 
persona hane nostre conceaaionia pagi- 
nam seiens, contra earn temerario 
auau venire temptaverit, anathematis 
vinculo, nisi resipuerit, innodetur 
bonorisque ac dignitatis periculum 
patiatur. Obaorvantoa autem raieeri- 
cordia divina cuatodiat et personam 
potestatemque tuam ad honorem 
auum et gloriam feliciter imperare 
concedat.” 



128 


THE ENVE8TITTJEE CONTBOVEBSY. 


(PART II. 


had been removed ; 1 but his joy was premature, for the action 
of the Pope was almost immediately repudiated by a large 
part of the Church, and within a short time Paschal n. 
found himself compelled to repudiate the concession which 
he had made. 

1 Ekkebard, ‘ Ckronicon,' a. 1111. 
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CHAPTER VI. 

THE DISCUSSION OF THE ACTION AND THE 
PROPOSALS OF PASCHAL II. 

For the moment and under coercion Paschal II. had yielded 
to the demands of the Emperor Henry V., and had conceded 
the right of “ investiture ” : but it was only for a moment. 
''Within a year the feeling of (he Church as a whole had 
declared itself so emphatically against his surrender that 
Paschal II. found himself compelled to withdraw it. 

It is important to consider the contemporary discussion of 
his action, for it indicates that the way of compromise was 
not really closed ; and it is also important to consider the 
discussion raised or suggested by his proposal to surrender 
the “regalia.” 

The mood of the extreme papal party is well represented in 
some letters written at the time by Bruno of Segni. In one 
of these, which is addressed to Paschal liimself, Bruno, while 
protesting his love and devotion to him, urges that he must 
love Christ more, and denounces the agreement which had 
been made under circumstances of violence and treachery. 
He appeals to Paschal’s own earlier condemnation of lay 
“ investiture,” which he says was in harmony with the apostolic 
order, and he denounces as heretics men who contradict the 
faith and doctrine of tho Apostolic Church . 1 

1 Bruno, Bishop of Sogni, ‘ Epistolee,’ habere volo, sicut ego cum multis aliis 
2 : “ Ego enim sio to diligo, sicut tibi promisi. Audio tamen Salvatorem 

patrem et dominum diligero debeo nostrum mihi dioentem : ‘ Qui atoat 
et nullum alium te vivente pontifioem patrem aut matrem plus quam me, 

VOL. IV. I 
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The same point of view is set out in even stronger terms 
in a treatise or letter by Geoffrey, the abbot of YendOme, 
addressed to Paschal after" Tus concession to Henry Y., and 
before the Lateran Council of 1112, at which Paschal re- 
tracted it. The Church, he says, lives by faith, chastity, and 
freedom, but the toleration of lay “ investiture ” des troys all 
'of these ; -an^he bluntly says that though, theshepherd 
of the Church most be endured, even though his character 
should be evil, if he falls into heresy he is no longer 
to be reckoned as the shepherd. 1 This is a very uncom- 
promising statement, and illustrates forcibly the fact that 
there were eminent Churchmen who fell, so strongly upon 


non oat me dignua.’ Unde et apos- 
tolus djcit : ‘ Si quit. non diligit 

domimim Iesum, sit anathema maran- 
atha.’ . . . Fedus autem illud tam 
fedum, tam violentum, cum tanta 
proditione factum, tam Omni piotati 
et religioni contrarium, ogo non laudo. 
At vero neque tu, bicut a pluribus 
referontibus audivi. Quia onim illud 
laudare potest, in quo fides violatur, 
tecclesia libertatem amittit, sacor- 
dotium tollitur, unicum et singularo 
ostium socclesias clauditur, aliaquo 
multa ostia aporiuntur, per qute qui- 
oumque intrat fur est et latro. . . . 
Constitutio tuo et constitutio apos- 
tolorum una est, et ipsa quidem 
mnltum laudabilis. Apostoli enim 
omnes illoB damnant et a fidelium 
communions segregant quicumque per 
secul arem potestatem aseclesiam ob- 
tinent. Laioi enim quamvis religiosi 
sint, nullam tamen disponendi coccle- 
siam habent facultatem. Similiter 
et constitutio tua, queo de apostolico 
fonte manavit, oznnes illos clericob 
damnat et a fidelium communioue 
separat quicumque de menu laid in- 
vestituram suscipiunt et quicumque 
eis manum imponunt. Hoc namque 
constitutio apoetoloruxn et tua sancta 
est, catbolica est, cui quicumque con- 


tradicit catholicus non est. Illi enim 
soli sunt catholici, qui catliolicse 
occlesia- fidoi et doctrimr non contra- 
dicunt. Sicut ocontra illi sunt 
heretici qui calliolicae iecclosi«6 fidei 
et doctrine- obstinate an) mo contra- 
dicunt.” 

1 Godfrey, Abbot of Vondome, Lib- 
elltnt 1. ; “ Fide, castitate ac liber- 

tate vivit ac vigel tecclesia : qute si 
non habet, languet et separatur a vita. 
. . . Sed rum laicam investituram, 
qu® secundum traditionos sanctorum 
patrum hacresis comprobatur, non con- 
tradicit, sed pruccipit, cum corrumpitur 
ipsa muneribus, cum steculari potestati 
subicitur : fides, castitas et libertas ei 
simul aufertui', et qutc vitam non 
habet nec immerito mortua creditur. 
Huius mortis auctorem vel novissimum 
atcclesiffi membrum credere, etiamsi 
pastor videatur, err are est. Huic 
errori quicumque inhajserit, merebitur 
ab ipsa vitae radice praecidi. Super his 
autem si quis aliter senserit, non est 
catholicus, manifestetur et veritatis 
argumento probabitur esse hasreticus. 
Toleraifius quidem est pastor, ut 
canonos dicunt, pro roprobis moribus : 
si vero exorbitavorit a fide, iam non eet 
pastor, sed adversarius, a quolibet pecca- 
tore tantum oatbdico dotes tandus.” 
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the question that they were prepared even to revolt againBt 
the Pope himself rather than to accept what they con- 
ceived to be ruinous to the freedom and purity of the 
Church. 

This was no doubt the predominant feeling, and it was 
to this that Paschal II. was compelled to defer when he 
revoked his agreement with Henry V. ; buff it would be a 
serious mistake if we were to think that/.he mediating ten- 
dency which we considered in Chapter V. had been over- 
powered and had disappeared. On the contrary, it survived 
in the attitude of Ivo of Chartres, and what is more remark- 
able, it began to find expression oven in the utterances of men 
who urged the prohibition of lay “ investiture ” with great 
determination. 

We have already considered the position of Ivo of Chartres 
in his letter to Ioscerranus, the Archbishop of Lyons, probably 
written before the Council of 1112, and the formal retracta- 
tion by Paschal II. of his concession. He refuses to recognise 
that lay “ investiture ” could be treated as a heresy, and main- 
tains that the permission or prohibition of it belonged to the 
administrative order of the Church and not to the “ eternal ” 
law. Possibly we may see the impression made upon Ivo’s 
mind by the vehement resentment which Paschal’s action 
had produced, in the fact that he now was disposed to the 
view that it would be well that lay investiture should be 
abolished ; but he qualifies this by adding the condition 
that this should be done if it could be effected without 
causing schism. 1 

More remarkable, however, is the standpoint of a treatise 
written probably shortly after the retractation. The author 
states the arguments against lay “ investiture ” with ring 
and staff with much force, and urges that these were the 
symbols of spiritual things, and could not be granted by 
kings. On the other hand, he seems to admit that it 
is for the king to grSnt the “regalia,” and suggests that 
he could do this with the sceptre, the symbol of his 


1 See p. 100. 
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authority over his country, with which he grants dukedoms, 
countships, and the other “ regalia.” 1 It is noteworthy 
that this writer thus suggests the actual form under which 
in the settlement of Worms the emperor was to confer the 
“regalia.” 2 

The most noteworthy as well as the most detailed dis- 
cussion of the'’' .Questions raised by the concessions and by 
the proposals of ljjaschal II. is, however, to be found in a 
very important work by Placidus of Nonantula, written 
apparently towards the end of 1111, 3 for he dealB not only 
with “investiture,” but also with the whole question of 
Church property. His position seems at first sight in the 
highest degree uncompromising, for he might seem to deny 
altogether that there was any ground for the claims of the 
secular power. A closer examination, however, leads us to 
modify this judgment, and to suggest that while he demands 
the abolition of lay “investiture,” he is not unwilling to 
accept some middle course upon the matter, and that his 
arguments about Church property are directed not so much 
against the royal claims as against Paschal’s proposal to 
surrender the “ regalia.” 

He repudiateSj indeed very firmly, the action of Paschal in 
granting to the emperor the right of “ investiture,” and de- 
mands that he should repudiate this concession. 4 He denies 
that the anointing of the emperor gave him any claim to 


1 ‘ Disputalio vnl Defensio Paschalia 

Pape.’ Lib. do Lite,’ vol. ii. p. 605) : 

“ Pecoat in Spiritum sanctum, cum 

investitures, qua; Spiritus sancti dona 
sunt, sibi usurpers inmtitur. Novi- 
mus etenim, quod anulus et virga 
pontificalia sunt insignia et per ea 
spiritualia conferuntur dona, et 
per ea animarum eura et divina debig- 
nantur sacramenta. Hoc onim noc 
regem tangere nec ad eum portinere, 
cuius menus plene sunt sanguine, 
inrefragabili ratione profitemur. Sicut 
enim in woclesia pastoralis virga est 
neeessaria, qua regitur et eccleaiastioa 


diatinguuntur officio : sic iu domibus 
regum et imperatorum illud insigne 
soeptrum, quod est imperialis vel 
regaliR virga, qua regitur patria, 
ducatus, comitatus et cetera regalia 
distribuntur iura. Si ergo dixerit, 
quod per virgam pontificalem et anulura 
sue tantum regalia velit conferre, aut 
sceptrum regale deserat, aut per illud 
regalia |ua conferat.” 

a Cf. p. 162. 

* Placidus of Nonantulu, ‘ De Honors 
Eccleoiie,’ 1 Lib. de Lite,’ vol. ii. p. 566. 
Preface by Editor. 

» Id., 118. 
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appoint bishops or abbots. 1 He was aware of the contention 
that Pope Hadrian I. had formally granted the right of 
“ investitnre ” to Charles the Great, and he was not appar- 
ently in a position absolutely to deny the authenticity of the 
grant, though, in referring to it, he frequently suggests a 
doubt. He argues, therefore, that it had some other and 
innocent meaning, or it was related to 8o*Ae conditions of 
that time, and might have been useful ten, but must now 
bo rescinded on account of the mischief which had arisen ; 
or it had been granted by Pope Hadrian in human weak- 
ness and error, for Hadrian himself, in the Eighth Synod, had 
explicitly condemned all interference by the lay authorities in 
episcopal elections. The Popes themselves, while they have 
authority, “ novas condere leges,” cannot alter the laws which 
l he Lord or His Apostles, or t he Fathers who followed them, had 
established.* He is therefore clear and emphatic in demanding 


* Placidus of Nonantula, ‘ Do Honore 
Eoclosia',’ 73 : “ Quod enim quidam 
aiunt idno hoc lmperalori coinjmtoro, 
quia sacro oleo m regniim unctun out, 
omnino voritati non congruil. Non 
enim idc*o unctus out, ut opifleopatua 
vol ahbatios disponat, «od ut Spintus 
sanoti gratia, qum per unctionom illam 
aignatur, confirmatus iuatitiam ltoi 
roetisaime tenoat." 

Of. 82 and 118. 

* Id. id., Prologue : “ Quod voro 

sanctus Adrian ub vel alii Baneti pon- 
tifiees diruntur lniir rei assensum 
dediase, ni vorum out, quomodo in- 
telligendum sit dooentea, hao occasions 
contra iua divinum fieri non debere 
monstravimus. 

Id. id., 87 : Non dicant orgo reli- 
gioai imporatoros : ‘ Pra-iudicium nobis 
apostolici faciunt qui non nobis hoc 
observant, quod Adrianus aanctisai- 
muB papa Carolo dedit.’ Hpn enim 
e redibile est sanctum Adrianum hoc 
umquam potuiaae concedere, ut mocleeia 
Dei a laioia investiretur, nisi fortasse 
tantumraodo pro sign o oustodias. 

Id. id., 89 : Considerandum autem, 


quin, otsi vere imperatoribus base a 
eanctis concobsa fuiasent, et eo in 
temporo valde, utiliter et recto fieri 
potuisaent, tamen quia tanta prse- 
Bumptio cxindo est nata, ut H'cclesia 
Dei veluti secularis roa venundaretur, 
vel etiam pro huraano favors alicui 
ooncederetur, et hoc maxime a laicis 
fierct, quod clcrici si auderent, ab Omni 
ordine trncleaiastico doponi deberent, 
omondandum per omnia foret. Nam 
non solum quod aanctus Adrianus 
focisaot cmeudandum omnimodis esset, 
sod etiam, si aliquis apostolorum vel 
prophotarum unde Koclesia Dei destru, 
eretur, quod absit, dicore inveniretur- 
abdicandum radicitua esaet. Qua- 
propter beatus apostolus Paolus, 
teoclcRis? Dei consulena, pro abdicando 
iudaismo beatiasimo otiam Petro ne- 
quaquam pepercit. 

Id. id., 70 : Sunt autem quidam 
dicentes Romano pontifici semper bene 
licuisse novas condere leges. Quod et 
nos non solum non negamus, Bed etiam 
valde affirmamus. Sed sciendum sum- 
mopere est, quia inde novae leges 
condere potest, unde sancti patres et 
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the abolition of lay investiture, and he cites a number of the 
well-known canonical regulations which lay down the prin- 
ciple that bishops must be elected by the clergy and people 
of the diocese ; 1 and in another place he adds that the election 
of the bishops is to be subject to the judgment of the Pope 
and his vicars, or of the archbishops . 2 

So far, theh- f<i it might well seem that Placidus was 
wholly uncompron^sing, but this impression is corrected when 
we look a little further. lie admits that there is force in the 
contention of those who urge that it is unreasonable that the 
emperor or prince should be excluded from any part in the 
election of the bishops, while this is permitted to the people, 
and he affirms that this is not what he intends. The emperora 
or princes have their part in such elections, like the other 


prsecipue apoetoli vel euangolista* illi- 
quid noquaquam dixorunt. Ubi voro 
aperte Dominira vel eiiw apoetoli ct 
cob sequentes aancti pat res aententioli- 
tcr aliquid diffinierunt, ibi non novam 
legem Romanus pontifex dare, ned 
potius quod pnedicatum cut usque ad 
animam et sanguinem confirmaro debet. 
Si enim quod docuerunt apostoli ct 
prophotte destruere, quod ab»it, nitere- 
tur, non aententiam daro, eed magi» 
errare convineeretur. Sed hoc procul 
ait ab eie qui semper Domini secclesiam 
contra luporum insidias optimo cus- 
todierunt. 

Id. id., 102 i Non debere bo in- 
aerere imperatores vel principes eloc- 
tioni pontificum aanctus Adrianus 
papa viii synodo pricsidene ait : 
' PromotioneB et consecrationes epis- 
coporum concordant prioribus con- 
ciliia, elections et decreto fieri epis- 
coporum hsc universalis synod us 
definivit et atatuit atque iure promul- 
gavit neminem laicorum, principum 
vel potentum Bemet inserere electioni 
vel promotioni patriarchs vel metro- 
polis vel cuiuslibet episcopi.’ 

Id. id., 103 : Cum igitur hse certum 
sit beatissimum Adrianum de electione 


pontificiB docuisbo, mirum, quomodo 
mveniatur, ut quidam aiunt, Karol o 
imperatori inveatiendi a-cclesias licen- 
tiam tnbuisae. Quid igitur in hin 
considorandum est, quid a-stimandum, 
nisi quia, etsi verum eat hoc oi con- 
cessum fuisac, non idoo hoc factum est, 
ut tt-cclosium Dei suo iuri in tempore 
haboret eubiectam, sed ut magia 
inugieque per hoc signum so oi eorviro 
ot earn ab inimicis defendero quodam- 
modo promitteret I 

Id. id., 117 : Quod autom aanctus 
Adrianus hoc fecisso narratur, ai vorum 
eat aut non ea intentione fecit, qua inti 
eontendunt, aut siouti homini surrep- 
tum est oi. Quid autem mirum, si beato 
Adriano Kurripi potuit, cum et bea- 
tiBsimo Potro hoc evenisse, etiam post- 
quam Spiritu sancto confirmatus est, 
logamus.” 

1 Id. id., 23, 25, 20. 

8 Id. id., 73 : “ Cuius electionis 

indici um domni apostolici et eius 
vicariorifn ecu archiepiscoporum its 
proprium est, ut nulli non Bui ordinis 
viro hmc eoncedere ulla rations de- 
beant.” 

Cf. 74. 
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people in the diocese, — that is, in those dioceses of 'which they 
were, more especially, the sons, — but not as masters or lords ; 
and they should confirm the election in this sense, that they 
should defend it with the material sword, for it is their proper 
function to compel those who do not fear the spiritual sword, 
by the terror of the material one . 1 This is not unimportant, 
though the statement is evidently carefully guafcled ; but Pla- 
cidus goes much further than this. We s^all presently deal 
with his treatment of Church property, btit in the meanwhile 
we must observe that he frankly recognises that the tenure of 
this property may involve certain obligations to the secular 
power which the Church must fulfil. The Church, he Bays, 
must pay tribute , 2 and it must render other services to the 
prince, which Placidus does not specifically define, especially 
in those cases where some special rights were reserved by him 
when the property was granted to the Church . 3 He admits, 


1 Id. id., 37 : “ Nunc ista con- 

sidered, karissimi f rat res, qui nos 
reprehendere soletis dicentes : ‘ Quo- 

modo non omnoe s'oclesia' propter 
terrenas res quas possident ad ilium 
pertinent, cui omuis terra uubiocta est ? 
Si eriim populus in oloctiono pan t oris 
adesse et consentire dobct, quanto 
magis imperator vol principes ? ’ Do 
quibus verbis valde miramur. Nos 
enim ah elections pontificum non sogro- 
gamus principes, sed hoc dicimus, quia 
ipei sua potcutia non debonl pastores 
in aiccleaia mittere, noque investiondo 
nequo aliquo modo dominando, sed 
magis oommuni electiono ciericorum et 
consensu populorum, maiorum scilicet 
et ininorum, inter quos videlicet tam 
reges quam principes numerantur, — in 
eis dumtaxat tBoclesiis, qua rum speoi- 
aliuB filii deputantur — pontifex oligi 
debet. Ubi imperator vel e^is prin- 
oepe non sicut dominus adesse debet, 
sed siout films. Quse electio dum 
taliter facta fuerit, canonica est et 
gratis sancti Spiritus reputatur. Quee 
vero potentia humana oontigerit, 


gratis Hpirituali contraria out. Canoni- 
cam itaque electioncm religiosus et 
pius imperator firmaro in tantum debet 
ut, si quib contra cam aliquid tempts - 
verit, etiam gladio material] perse- 
quendum putet. Quod faciens officium 
stium rite implebit. Ideo enim eius 
gladius in mcolesia permissus est esse, 
ut qui gladium spiritualem non timent 
timore materialis gladii ad iusticiam 
revocontur.” 

- Id. id., l’rologue, and 118. 

1 Id. id., 56 : “ Christiano autero 
cesari sua veraciter concedimue, quia 
christianum populum ei ad iusticiam 
favere omnibus modis prsedicamus. Do 
nostro etiam ei suporaddimus, quia, 
cum necesse fuerit, caritatis subaidium 
illi impendimus. 

(In what the editor judges to be an 
earlier form, this passage runs : “ Sacra- 
tissimo autem imperatori quod euum 
est non nogamus, quia et militiam 
eeoolesie, cum pro tempore opus fuerit, 
ei deservire omnimodis volumus et 
ordinatum tributum nequaquam ne- 
gamus.") 
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in one passage, that if the piinee desires to give something of 
that which belongs to himself to a bishop, he may properly 
invest him with this under the same forms which would be 
used in the case of other men, while he must not do this with 
the ring .and stafE ; 1 and in another place he makes a definite 
proposal, and expresses the hope that it may tend to the 
establishment 'bf a firm peace between the “ regnum ” and the 
“ sacerdotium,” if'jt is arranged that when the bishop has been 
canonically elected, Invested , and consecrated, he should, either 
in his own person or by his representatives, go to the emperor 
and ask for the imperial “ praeceptum,” with reference to 
the Church property which has been committed to him. 
The emperor should then gladly grant and confirm to him 
that which his predecessors had granted to the Church, 
and promise the bishop and his church the imperial 
protection . 2 


Id. id., 82 : Ordinatus autem et 
sacratus, si quid eeeclosia, quam suscopit 
antiquitus oanonice imperatori dobet, 
nisi forte imperator pro remedio anima- 
suae remiserit, solvere per omnia curot. 
Piissimus autem imporator non gravaro 
aBCclesiam, eed magie ei serviro, utpote 
suse epirituali matri, devotissime 
stndeat. 

Id. id., 153 : Sane sciendum, quia 
sieut mutare quod aui maiores catholici 
imperaiores feeerunt christianus im- 
perator non debet, ita et si quid 
reoclesite eo tempore donatum, ut sibi 
aliquid imperator exinde reeervaverit, 
si contra canonea sacroe non fuerit, 
BolvenduxQ ei, nisi forte remiserit, per 
omnia est. Sieut enim qua) iam Deo 
consecrata sunt hominibus seculi assig- 
nare non debemus, ita quin illorum 
sunt, nisi ip si donaverint, eis auferre 
non possumus.” 

1 Id. id., 86 : “ Si vero imperator 
fidelis vel aliquis princeps quod 
sibimet iure oompetit pastori secclesiaa 
dare voluerit, investitura ceteris homi- 
nibus consueta concedere debet, non 
pastorali virga seu episcopal! anulo. 


quibns mistoria domini Christi sig- 
nantur, et ideo sacral a vorissime com- 
probantur. Dignum enim non est, ut 
terrenarum rnrum investitura a tor- 
renis principibua opiscopalibus in- 
signibus dotur, quia, ut diximus, 
Spiritus sancti donum per lia?c desig- 
uatur.” 

* Id. id., 93 : “ Quia vero Dominus 
ait : * Pacom meam do vobis, pacem 
relinquo vobis,’ -tudeudum est omni- 
modis, ut pax inter regnum et sacer- 
dotium sit et firmiter Deo auxiliante 
pennaneat. Qua) ita, ut Deo inspir- 
ante cognOBcimus, fieri potest, si, cum 
pastor recclesiic oanonice electus, iu- 
vestitus et consocratus fuerit, tunc per 
bo vel per suos fideles iroperatorem 
adeat et de robus Eecclegio) sibi corn- 
missis imperialo pr&'coptum expetat. 
Quod ei piissimus imperator amore suss 
spirituals matris libentissime conce- 
dens fir^gare dignetur, quod sui prao- 
decessores illi eacclesis) concesaisse 
manifestum est, promittenB eidem 
Geodesies et eius pastori suam piissi- 
znam defensionem in omnibus.” 
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It is clear that the position of Placidus, as well as that of 
the author of the ‘Disputatio vel Defensio Paschalis Papa;,’ 
represent a real advance on the part of the supporters of the 
papal policy towards an understanding — certainly it is evident 
that they appreciate in some measure the more important 
aspects of the contention of men like Wido of Ferrara. 

We must, however, turn aside for a moment to consider the 
whole treatment of the nature of the propdHy of the Church 
by Placidus. It seems to us probable that this is in the 
main directed against the proposals of Paschal II. for the sur- 
render of the “ regalia,” and these proposals were of so far- 
reaching a kind that anything which we can find which will 
throw light upon them is of great importance. 

In the Prologue to the work with which we aTe dealing, 
Placidus cites the words of some writers, speaking in the name 
of the secular rulers who said that, as the Church was 
spiritual, it had no property in earthly things, except in the 
actual church buildings, and that if Churchmen desired earthly 
possessions they could not obtain Ihem by the law of the 
Church. If it had not been for the gifts of the temporal 
rulers the clergy would possess nothing except the oblations 
brought to the altar, the tithes and the first-fruits : all other 
property belongs to the prince, and therefore those who desire 
bishoprics and abbeys must obtain them from him, or cease to 
possess what belongs to him. If the clergy were content wdth 
the tithes and first-fruits and oblations, the matter was in 
their own hands ; but if they desired to have the property 
which was formerly given to the Church, they could only 
obtain this from the prince. 

Placidus denounces these principles as abhorrent to all true 
Catholics, inasmuch as it is the IToIy Spirit who has granted 
to the Church not only spiritual but also material things, and 
wills that bishops should have both the small and the great 
possessions which have been dedicated to God in their power. 
That ivhich is given to the Church is given to Christ, and 
those wlie take it away are guilty of sacrilege. That which 
belongs to the Church ought to be in the power of the bishops, 
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who are elected not by any earthly authority, but by the 
clergy and laity of the diocese, and are confirmed by the other 
bishops. The Church owes nothing to kings except the pay- 
ment of “ tribute.” 1 

The§e positions are further developed in the body of the 
treatise. Ij^hat has once been given to the Church belongs 
permanently - to Christ . 8 It is impossible to separate the 
material possessions of the Church from the spiritual without 
rending it in two': for just as a. man cannot live without a 
body, so the Church cannot exist in the world without 
material things . 3 Some, he says, maintained that the Church 
possessed in the full sense of the word only tithes, first- 
fruits, and oblations, and that immovable property like 
castles and estates only belonged to it so far as the bishop 
received these from the hands of the emperor. This, Placidus 


1 Id. id.. Prologue : “ Dice bant enim 
quidam : ‘ ^Kocleeia spirituals eet, et 
ideo nichil ei terronarum rerum perti- 
net, nisi locus tantum. qui consuoto 
nomine mcclosia dicitur. Si quid 
autem terronarum rerum deeiderant 
qui ei serviunt, iure acclosiir optinere 
non possunt. Nisi enim nos dederi- 
mua, episcopi vel derici nil pussidere 
possunt, exceptis his, qua: altaxi in- 
feruntur, et decimis, et primitilM ; nam 
alise, possessiones nostra- sunt. Igitur 
episcopatus et abbatiaa qui desideraut, 
aut per nos optineant aut nequaquam 
nostra possideant. Si vero solummodo 
decimis et primitiis et oblationibus, 
quso sibi ad eltare inferuntur, contonti 
ease voluerint, eorum in voluntato 
pendeat ; sin autem quo- olim data 
sunt seeclesiffi babere desiderant, per 
nos optineant.’ Quam rationom omnes 
oatholiei abhorrentes, utpote donis 
saneti Spiritus contrariam, qui non 
solum spiritualia, sed etiam oorporalia 
eBcclesise suss donare dignatur et per 
se hsec episcopos vult habere, ut qui 
oonsecratus est tam parvas quam 
magnas possessiones, quse Deo sancti- 


ficatm sunt, in potestate habeat, se 
contra tantam impietatem divinis 
verbis armarecurarunt. . . , Deinde 
annectero curavi, quia non solum 
spiritualibus, sed etiam corporalibus 
donis sancta sccclesia honoranda est, 
ideoque recto facore eos qui wii iuris 
aliquid ei donantcs vice Cbrieti earn 
lionorant. Quod confirmantos pro- 
bamus : quia quod oioclesi* tribuitur 
Cliristo utique donatur ; quod autorn 
secclosiffi est in potestate prtcsulum 
debere consistere sanctorum patrum 
dictis probantes, paetores ei non ab 
aliqua potestate terrena, sed election® 
communi clericorum et laicorum do- 
cemi docuimus. Quam electionom 
iudicio episcoporum flrmari oportero 
monstravimus, nichilque sanotom 
uioclosiam regibus debere, nisi tantum 
tributum porsolvere. Ubi etiam an- 
nectentes de rebus sscclesis non 
auierendis, probamus saorilegoe esse 
qui fquod eecclesice donatum est ei 
auferre non timent.” 

* Id. id., 7. 

■ Id. id., 41. 
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maintains, was false, for that which has once been given to 
God belongs to Trim for ever . 1 * Again, he refers to the con- 
tention that, while the church itself, being consecrated to God, 
belonged only to God and His priests, those things which the 
Church in its glory now possessed, such as duchieB, couniships, 
and cities, belonged in such a sense to the emperor j ^tiat unless 
the grant of them was renewed to each bishop on his suc- 
cession he could not have them, and from this it followed that 
it was for him to grant “ investiture.” 2 # 

;Placidus repudiates these contentions with great energy, 
and maintains that not only the small possessions which the 
Church had before Constantine, but the great property: which 
it ha^ received since his time aU belonged to the jDhurch, 
because they were all given to God ; 3 and he interprets the rule 
thaiF the bishop or abbot should receive the pastoral staff from 
the consecrating archbishop, as signifying that he received 
not only the authority of ruling the people, but also the 
temporal possessions of the Church from the Lord Himself . 4 5 


1 Id. id., 43: “ Sunt autem qui diennt 

a-celoeiiB non competere nisi decimal, 

primitias et oblationou, in mobilibus 
tantum scilicet rebus. Nam immobilia, 

videlicet castra, villa- vel rura ci non 
pertinent, nisi de manu imperatoris 
pastor susceperit. Quod male eoa 
dioore multis modis et divorsis sanc- 
torum sententjig supra iloouimus. Sod 
tamen et nunc inferamus, quia omno 
quod somel Doo offer! ur in perpetuum 
eiu s iuri mancipatur.” 

5 Id. id., 161 : “ Sunt voro non- 
nulli qui dicant : ‘ -Eceloeia quidom et 
circuitus eius Doo consocratus vero 
lionunum nulli pertinet nisi Deo et 
eius aacerdotibus, ea vero quto tsocle- 
sia possidet nunc per orbem glorificata, 
id est ducatuH, marc hi as, oomitatus, 
advocatias, monetae publioaa, civJlatea 
et castra, villas et rura et cetera 
huiusmodi, ita ad imperatorem per- 
tinent, ut, nisi pastoribus teoole site 
semper, cum sibi auccedunt, iterum 


dentur, nequaquam eo habere de- 
beant. Et inde eat, quod ei ius 
m a-cclesia doberi iu tantum con- 
tendunt, ut cam etiam inveatire 
debero dicant. " 

* Id. id. id. : “ Sed hi, si pacifiee ea 
qua: supra protulimus dignentur ad- 
vert ere, liquido eognosoent, quia non 
solum parva qua- prius secclesia poeso- 
derat eius sunt, sed ot magna qua; 
nunc possidet illius sunt. Parva- enim 
possessiones, quos ante Constontinum 
imperatorem possedit, ideo eius sunt, 
quia Deo oblate sunt, et magnat 
possessiones, quas post Constantinum 
possidet, idoo eius sunt, quia Deo 
oblate sunt.” 

• Id. id., 65 : “ Episoopue etiam, 
cum benedicitur, baculum de manu 
archiepiscopi accipit, simul et anulum. 
Baculum quidem, ut bene populism 
regat, anulum vero, ut signum setersi 
misterii se peroepisse cognosoat. Quffi 
utraque ex euangelio sumpta cognosci- 
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Another contention winch he put forward is important — 
namely, that the property of the Church is the property 
of the poor, and could not be taken by the clergy for their 
personal use, except to provide themselves with the necessary 
food end clothing, and could not therefore be given to 
princes, 1 

This is all very uncompromising, but we must bear in 
mind those passages which wc have already considered, in 
which Placidus proposed some recognition of the position 
of the emperor with regard to thosc^osscssions which his 
predecessors had conferred upon the Church. The impr ession 
which is left upon us is, lhat what he is really concerned 
to dp. is to repudiate the principles which may have~lain 
behind Paschal XI. ’s offer to surrender the “ regalia.” 

It is most unfortunate that we have practically no other 
immediately contemporary discussion of this question. In 
the works of Gerlioh of Iteiehersberg, written between 1126 
and 1169, we have indeed very important discussions of the 
whole question, but it seems to us on the whole better to 
consider these later. For though it is probable that the 
considerations which made him doubt the advantages of 
the tenure of the “ regalia ” by the bishops were of the 
same kind as those of Paschal II., we cannot, be wholly 
confident of this. And in any case, the subject is so large 
and important that it requires a separate treatment. 


xnus. Baculum enim praidicat ores 
Dominus ferre prsccopd, ubi, eiuut i 
beatus pater Augustinus inteliogit, 
subsidia temporalis eis ex ipsu pre- 
dications deberi monstravit. Unde 
et nos intellegore decet ideo institutum 
episoopos vel abbates baculum de 
manu episcopi, cum consnerantur, 
accipere, ut noverint s© torronarum 
renun, quee aicclesia possidet, de manu 
Domini veraciter tunc accepisse do- 
minium. In anulo vero misterium 
sacratiasimae ooniuntionis, Christi vido- 


licet ot Plus a-cclesix, dosignari oortissi- 
mum cst.” 

’ Id. id., 71: “ Unum tamon est 
quod rlirietianis principibus dobemus, 
scilicet ut orando et pra-dicando eis 
consulore non desinamus. Nam res 
paupenun, id est possessiones recolesi- 
arum, non solum illis tribuere, sed 
no quidem in nostros proprioe usus 
converter© debemus, nisi ad hoc tan- 
turnout habentes de eccleeia victum 
et veBtitvaa ei servire possimus.” 

a. 7. 
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THE SETTLEMENT OF WORMS. 

The first attempt at a settlement of the “investiture ” ques- 
tion had failed, and for a few years it might have seemed as 
though no progress had been made. At a Council held in 
the Lateran in March 1112, Paschal related the eircum- 
stances under which he had been coerced into his concession 
to Henry V., and, while protesting that he would not excom- 
municate him, left it to the Council to determine how it 
should be rescinded.j On the__last day of the Council he 
solemnly reafiirmcd the.decrees.of Gregory VII. and Urban II., 
and the Council formally condemned the “ Privilegium. rTT 
The more determined Churchmen were not, however, satisfied 
with this, and in September 1113, Guido, the Archbishop of 
Vienne (afterwards Pope Calixtus II.), held a Council at 
Vienne, which declared that lay “ investiture ” was a heresy, 
and formally excommunicated Henry V., and then wrote to 
Paschal peremptorily requesting him to confirm their action, 
and intimating that a refusal to do this would force them to 


1 Mansi, * Concilia,’ xxi. 61 : “ rrivi- 
legium illud, quod non cut privilegium 
(neque vero debet dici privilegium, 
Bed pravilegium) pro liberatione oapti- 
vorum, et ecclesia 1 a domino jaapa 
Pauchali per violent! am Henriei regis 
oxtortum, nos omnee in hoc sancto 
concilio cum eodem dorano papa con- 
gregati, oanonica censura ot ecclesiast ica 
auotoritate, iudicio sancti Spiritue 


damuamus, ot irritum esse judicamus, 
atque omnmo cniwimus, ot no quid 
auctoritatis et efficacitatiB habeat 
]X)nitus oxcommunicamus. Quod ideo 
domnatum ost, quod in eo privilegio 
contiuebatur, quod eloctus canonice a 
clero et populo a nemine consecretur, 
nisi prius a rage iuvogliatur. quod est 
contra Spirit um sanctum et canonicam 
institutioncm.” 
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renounce their obedience to him. 1 Paschal evidently felt 
himself compelled to give way, and in his reply to Guido 
confirmed the proceedings of the Council at Vienne. 8 In 
1116, at a Council held in the Lateran, Paschal again 
declared the “ Privilegium ” given to Henry nun and void, 
and excommunicated those who gave, or received lay “ invest, i- 
ture ” ; ami Cardinal Kuno reported that he had excommuni- 
cated Henry V. at various Councils in Hungary, Lorraine, 
Saxony, and France. 3 It is clear from the narrative of 
Ekkehard that the Papal party was again supreme among 
the bishops in Germany, and that tho political disorders in 
Germany were again growing rapidly. 4 

Paschal II. died on January 21, 1118, and it had become 
evident th^t Henry’s success at Rome in 1111 had been 
merely apparent, and that a settlement upon theso lines was 


1 Mansi, * Concilia,' xxi. 76 : “In 
ipsum etiam regom nominal im ot 
aolemniter ot unanimiter sontentiam 
anathematis injecimus. Et nunc, 
domme pater, vestram, aicut dignum 
eat, maieatatem suppliciter exornmus, 
ut quod pro sanctac ecclesia; fidei 
robore, pro Dei et vostro honors 
feoimus, auctoritate apostolica golem- 
niter conftrmetis. Cuius confirma- 
tionis arguraentum per apertas nobis 
littjeras significare dignemini ; quas 
etiam, ut gaudium nostrum sit plenum, 
alter alteri destinare possimus. Et 
quoniam principum tome pars maxima, 
et universi lore populi multitudo, in 
hac re nobiscum sentit : in romis- 
sionem peccatorum suorum omnibus 
injungatis, ut, si necesse fuerit, 
auxilium nobis et patriae unanimiter 
ferant. 

IUud etiam cum debita roverentia 
veetrss suggerimus pietati, quod si 
nobiscum in bis steteritis, si hoc, sicut 
rogamus, confirmaveritis ; si deinceps 
ab ipaius crudeliaaimi tyranni, et nun- 
tiorum ejus, litteris, locutione, mun- 
eribua abstinueritis, unanimiter nos, 


sicut docct, habebitis filioR ot fideleg. 
Si vero, quod minima credimus, aliam 
viam aggrodi cccperitm, et nostrse 
paternitatis asscrtioncs prcedictas ro- 
borare nolueritis : propitius sit nobis 
Deua, quia nos a vestra subjnetiono et 
oliodiontia repelletis.” 

5 Id. id., xxi. 76 : " Cum olicu- 

jus morbi detentiono caput aifici. 
tur, mombris omnibus communiter ae 
summopere laborandum est, ut ab eo 
penitus expellatur. Fratrum siquidem 
relatione oomperimus, vos in unum 
convenisse, ac per Dei gratiam Vienme 
concilium celebrasse. In quo nimirum 
de augenda religione, do dispositions 
ecclesiastics, seu ecclesiasticarum 
rerum, et do corrections pravorum 
hominum adversus sanctam eoclesiam 
i ns ur gentium disseruistiB. Unde Deo 
gratias referimus, et quae statute sunt 
ibi rata suscipimus et confirmamus, 
et cooperante Domino Deo illibata 
perr*anere censemus.” 

* Ekkehard, 'Chronicon,’ a. 1 1 10. 

4 Id., a. 1114-1117. Of. Hauck, 

‘ Kirchengeschichte Deutschlands,’ vol. 
iii. pp. 899-906. 
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impossible. ^His successor, Gelasius n., was elected on Jan- 
uary 24. According to Ekkehard, Henry V. at tot gave 
his assent, but finding that Gelasius withdrew himself from 
communion with him, he set up Maurice, the Archbishop of 
Bruges, as antipope. Gelasius and a number of the ordinals 
retired to Capua, and on April 7 excommunicated both 
Henry V. and the antipope. 1 The Cardinal Legate held 
a Council at Cologne in May, and proclaimed the excom- 
munication ; and Ekkehard reports that the princes proposed 
to hold a meeting at Wurzburg, when Aenry should be re- 
quested to answer in person, or, if he refused to attend, 
should be deposed. 2 

Gelasius II. died on January 29, 1119, and on February 
22 Guido, the Archbishop of Vienne, who had, as we have 
seen, been the most vehement opponent of Paschal’s con- 
cession to Henry, was elected Pope as CalixtuB II. 3 The 
election was made by the cardinals and other Roman clergy 
and laity at Cluny, where Gelasius had died, and it was at 
once accepted and confirmed by the cardinals who were in 
Rome, 4 and by a Council held at Tribur in Germany in June.® 
Calixtus summoned a Council to meet at Rheims in the 
autumn, and Henry was compelled to set his face towards 
some understanding with the Pope.® 

It was under these conditions that the second attempt to 
arrive at a settlement of the “ investiture ” question was made, 
and a detailed account is given of this by Hesso? The initia- 
tive was taken by two eminent French Churchmen,. William 
of Champeaux, now Bishop of Chaldns, and the Abbot of 
Cluny. They visited Henry V. at Strassburg, and urged 
on him the need of surrendering the “ investiture ” of bishops 
and abbots, but William of Champeaux, while he told him 
that neither before nor after consecration had he received 
anything from the hand of the king, also assured him that 
he faithfully rendered to the King of France all those mili- 

* * Monumonta Bambergensia,' pp. 
348-362. 

5 Ekkehard, ‘ Chronicon,’ a. 1116. 

1 Id. id. 


1 Ekkehard, ' Chronicon,’ a. 1118. 
‘ Id. id., a. 1119. 

* Id. id., a. 1110. 
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tary services and dues which the German bishops rendered 
to their sovereign. Henry replied that he wanted nothing 
more than this, and they undertook to endeavour to bring 
about peace. 1 On this basis the negotiations were initiated, 
and terms of agreement were drafted and provisionally con- 
cluded, -ujhich were to be confirmed at a meeting between 
Calixtus ahd Henry, which was to be held at Mouzon 
on October 24. Under ihese terms Henry was to surrender 
all “ investitures V, of all churches, and to make peace with 
those who had maintained the cause of the Church, restor- 
ing their churches and possessions. Any question arising 
out of these terms, if it related to ecclesiastical things, 
was to be determined by canonical judgment ; if to secular 
things, by tin* secular judgment. The Pope promised to give 
peace to Henry and his supporters, and to restore their 
possessions, under the same terms as in the agreement of 
the emperor. 2 It seemed for a moment as though a sottle- 


1 Hesflo — Relatio: “ Vonorunt ad 
regain apud Argent mam opiscopus 
Catalaunonsis ot abbas Clumoeonsis, 
acturi cuni oo do paco et concordia 
inter rrgnum et saoerdotium. 

A quibns cum rev consilium quaero- 
ret, quomodo sine diminutiono regiu sui 
hoc exequi posset, ausumpta parabola 
bus, respondit episcopuH : 1 Si voram 
pacem, domne rex, desideras haborp, 
investituram opiacopatuum et abbati- 
arum ommmoths djiziittoro te ojjertet. 
Et aVitem in boo rogni tui nullam 
diminutionom pro certo teiicas, soito 
me, in regno Francorum cpiscopum 
electum, nec ante oonsecrationem uoc 
poet oonseorat ionem illiquid suscopisso 
de manu regie. Cui tamon do tributo, 
de milicia, do theloneo et de omnibus, 
que ad rem publicum pert inebunt 
antiquitue, sod a regibue oUristianie 
eoclesitt' Dei donata sunt, ita fideliter 
deservio, aiout in regno tuo epiecopi 
tibi dosorviunt, quos hue ueque in- 
vestiendo hane diHcordiam imtno ana- 
tiiematis sententiam incurristi. Ad 


lure rox olovalie manibus hoc respon- 
eum dedit ’ ; ‘ Eia,’ inquit, * sic fiat. 
Non qua'ro ampliue.’ Tunc eubiunxit 
opiHOopue : * Si igitur investitures 

dimittero volueris ; et possessiones 
ecolesiarum et oorum, qui pro ec- 
rlesia laboravorunt, reddere ; ot veram 
pacom oi8 dare ; laborabimus, Deo 
opitulante huio contentioni finem im- 
ponore.’ ” 

* Id. id. : “ Sonptum autem con- 
cordifc hoc fuit : * Ego Hfeinricus] Dei 
gratia Homanoruin imperator augustus 
pro amore Doi et beati Petri et domni 
papa; Calixt i dimitt o omnem invest] ■ 
turam omnium occlenianun. Et do 
voram pacom omnibus, qui, ex quo 
discordia ista ccopit, pro ecclesia in 
werra fuerunt vel sunt. I’ossessiones 
autem ecciesiorum et omnium, qui pro 
ecclesia laboravorunt, quas habeo, 
reddo ; quas autem non habeo, ut 
rehaboant, fideliter adiuvabb. Quodsi 
quaestio inde emergent, que ecclesi- 
astica sunt, canonico, que autem 
secularia sunt, seculari terminentur 
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ment had been reached, but it is clear that there had either 
been a misunderstanding about the significance of the terms 
used, or that the emperor on reflection became convinced 
that he was surrendering too much. 

Calixbus II. reached Bbeims on October 18, and provision- 
ally opened the Council, which was attended by^Wo hundred 
and fifteen archbishops and bishops, besides abbots, and the 
King of France. He proceeded to Mouzon on October 23, 
and Henry Y. encamped near. Before, however, they could 
meet, doubts had arisen in the papar circlo about the real 
meaning of the phrases which were to be accepted by Henry. 
These stated that H«“nry was to surrender “ all investiture of 
all churches,” but it was suggested that these phrases were 
ambiguous and needed interpret at ion, lest under cover of 
these he should lay claim to the possessions of the churches, 
or to the right, 1,o invest, with these possessions. It was also 
urged that the Pope’s promise might be construed as meaning 
that he would recognise the bishops of the Imperial party 
who had been intruded into sees which were already occu- 
pied by legitimate bishops, or had been canonically deposed. 
William of Champeaux and the Abbot of Cluny, accompanied 
by the Cardinal-Bishop of Ostia, the Bishop of Viviers, 
and other papal envoys, were sent to the emperor, and they 
set out the, meaning of the draft agreement in the terms” 
iyhich had been agreed upon in the p apal c ircle. The 
emperor at first KaFTy ilemed that he had promised any* of 
these things. William of Champeaux declared that he was 
prepared to swear that the emperor had confirmed all these 
promises, and that he had understood the emperor in this 
sense. When the emperor was at length compelled to con- 
fess that this was true, he complained that these promises 
which he had made by their advice could not be carried out 


iudicio.’ Item script am domni papa: : 
‘ Ego CalixtuB secundua t)e^ gratia 
Roman® occlesi® episcopus catholicus 
do verarn paeem H[einrico] Romasorum 
imperatori august o et omnibus, qui pro 
eo contra eoolesiam fuerunt vel aunt. 
Possessiones eorum, quas pro werra 

VOL. IV. 


ista perdiderunt, quas haboo, reddo ; 
quas non habeo, ut rehabeant, fidoliter 
adiuvabo. Quodsi questio inde emer- 
serit, qua: occlosiastica sunt, cononico, 
quo autem socularia sunt, secular! 
terminentur iudicio.’ " 

K 
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without grave injury to the position of the Empire. William 
of Champeaux replied by assuring him that the Pope had 
no wish to diminish the authority of the Empire, and that 
he declared emphatically that the bishops were to render 
to the emperor the same services, military and other, as they 
had alwayivdone . 1 Henry then asked for a day’s delay that 
he might consult with the princes, but when tho papal envoys 
returned on the following day he asked for a further post- 
ponement, until ho could hold a general consultation with the 


1 Id. id. : “ Cumquo locfum fuisset 
scriptum regiR, ililigontius coporunt 
retractaro opiReopi, maxime illud 
capitulum ubi dicobatur : ‘ Dimitto 
oiunem investituram omnium eoclesi- 
arum ’ ; dicontes : ‘ Siquidom rex him- 
piicitor agit, verba ifl+a sufficumt. Si 
autem sub hoe eapitulo aliquid onvillaro 
conatur, deterniinationo nobis vidontur 
indigore ; no forte aut posfiossionos 
antiquoN oocloniarum aibi oonotur ven- 
dirare, aut itorum do eisdom opiseopos 
invostire. 

Kursum in scripto domni papa' 
illud diligontius retractabant, ubi 
dieebatur : ‘ Do veram pacom rogi et 
omnibus, qui cum eo in werra iata 
fuerunt vol aunt ’ ; no forto in danda 
pace am pi i ur intelligorunt, quam red- 
dondam communionom occlosia; ; et 
sub hoc verbo ecclosia cogeretur sus- 
cipere, quos aut superpositos legitimis 
pastoribus, aut canoniue depoaitos, 
sine ,gravi offonsione non possot bur- 
tinere. 

Diligenter igitur omnibus retrae- 
tatis, missi sunt ad castra regis 
episcopus Ostiensis, lohannes oardin- 
olis, episcopuB VivarienBis, episcopus 
CatolaunenaiB et abbas Cluniaceusis 
et alii multi cum eis, portantes scripta 
in manibus. Cumquo pervenissent ad 
castra, ostenderunt scripta ; deter- 
minaverunt capitula, prout omnium 
comtnuni oonsilio diffinitum erat. 

Bex autem, his auditis, prima fronte 
se nichil promisisse horum omnimodis 


ahnogabat. Tunc opiscopus Cata- 
launensis, zelo Dei intiammatUB et 
gladio verbi Dei aoeinctus, rospondit 
pro omnibus : 4 Si, domne rex, nogare 
vis scriptum quod tenemus in mnni- 
biiB, ot detorminationem, quam audisti, 
paratus sum sub tostimonio religios- 
orum virorum, qui inter mo et te 
fuerunt, iurare Bupor reliquias sanc- 
torum et super euangelium Christi, 
te isto omnia in manu mea flrmaHse, 
et me sub hac detorminatione roce- 
pisso. 

Cumque omnium testimonio convin- 
ccretur, tandem eompulsus ost eonfitori, 
quod priuB negaverat. Verumtamen 
uonquorebatur de eia graviter, quorum 
Bcilicot oonsilio promisorit, quod absque 
diminutione rogni exequi non valoret. 
Cui sic rospondit opiscopus : * In pro- 
missis nostris, domno rex, per omnia 
nos fidelos invonies. Mon enim domnus 
papa statum imperii aut coronam regni, 
sicut quidam seminatores discordie 
obloquuntur, in quolibet imminuere 
attemptat. Immo palam omnibus de- 
nuntiat : ut in exhibitions milicise et 
in coterie omnibus, in quibus tibi et 
antecessoribus tuis servire oonsuever- 
ant, modis omnibus deserviant. Si 
autem in hoc imperii statum inminui 
existimas, quod ulterius tibi episcopatus 
venderb non iiceat, hoo potius regni 
tui augmentum ao profectum sperare 
debueras, si, quse Deo contraria sunt, 
pro eius amore abiciaa.' " 
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r princes of the Empire, without whose consent he could not 
venture to surrender the “investiture.” William of Cham- 
peaux indignantly broke off the negotiations, and the Pope 
returned to Kheims, and a few days later, October 29, 
brought forward the decrees which he desired the Council 
to accept. 

In the Council, however, there at once appeared a grave 
divergence of opinion. The second decree as proposed by the 
Pope read : “ Investituram omnium epclesiarum et ecclesi- 
asticarum possessionum per manum laieam fieri modis 
omnibus prohibemus,” but there was so much opposition 
to this on the part of many of the laity, and even of some of 
the clergy, that tho discussion continued throughout the whole 
day. It was contended that under these terms the Pope was 
endeavouring to take away the tithes and other ecclesiastical 
“ beneficia ” which the laity had of old time possessed. The 
opposition was so determined that on the next day the Pope 
proposed the decree in another form : “ Episcopatuum et 
abbatiarum investituram per manum laieam fieri penitus 
prohibemus. Quicunque igitur laicorum deinceps investire 
presumpserit, anathematis ullioni subiaceat. Porro, qui 
investitus fuerit, honore, quo investitus est, absque ulla 
recuperationis spe omnimodis careat.” In this form the 
decree was unanimously accepted, together with another 
decree affirming the right of the churches to all those 
possessions which kings and other Christian people had 
bestowed on them, and anathematising any one who should 
venture to seize them. 1 

The attempt to arrive at a settlement had for the time 
failed, but it is important to observe the causes and condf-~ 
tions of the failure, so far as we can arrive at them from the 
narrative of Hesso. William of Champeaux and the Abbot of 
Cluny had proposed a complete surrender of the right to 
“investiture,” urging upon the emperor that this would 
make no difference a? all in the political obligations of the 
bishops and abbots. Henry had accepted this proposal in 
the form that he surrendered the right to invest with the 

> Id. id. 
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the bishops in consecration. Others, that is the laity, may ask 
for a certain person as bishop, but they cannot either elect or 
consecrate . 1 Geoffrey desires clearly to assert very emphatic- 
ally the need of election for a valid appointment, and also to 
limit the flection proper to the clergy. He goes on to deal 
very drastic&lly with lay “investiture,” and maintains that 
the Catholic doctrine was that which Gregory YU. had 
declared ; he distinguishes, indeed, between the heresy of lay 
“ investiture ” and tlfc^t of simony, but he maintains that the 
first is even more mischievous than the second, for the only 
reason why the secular authority claimed this right was, 
either that it might simoniacally extract money, or that it 
might reduce the bishop to subjection. Investiture with ring 
and staff was, he maintains, a sacramental action . 2 


* Geoffrey of Vonduino, ‘ Libellus,’ 

ii. ! “ Tota itaque ordinatio episcopi 

in sola electione consistit ei eonHC- 
cratione, ei tamen illam electio recta 
prsecosaerit. Hare autem prion per 
eemot ipeum fecit ChrisluB, deinde 
vero vicarii eius. Et in apostolis 
qnidam a Chrinto facta aunt, quoniain 
ab ipso elect i et consecrati fuerunt : 
in aliis vero omnibus a nullis aliis fieri 
licet, nisi a vicariis C'hristi. Sunt 
autem vicarii ChriRti clenci in eloc- 
tione, epiBnojii in consecrations. Csp- 
tori omnee jietere qtudem episcopum 
poBBimt, eligoro vero vel conHOcrare non 
posBunt. Quicumque igitur alio modo, 
quasi aub nomine pontificis, a-cclcsiam 
vel pqtestatcm a'colesiasi icam eibi 
vindicaro prffisumit, hie lam non per 
hostium inirat, sod aliunde ascendit, 
nt merito non inter cpiscopoa com- 
putetur, sed inter fores et lal roues 
connumoretur.” 

Cf. for discussion of dates, &<■., the 
introduction of editor in ‘ Lib. de 
Lite,' vol. ii. pp. 670-9. 

* Id. id : “ Investituram, quam do 
manu laici accepistis per pastoralem 
virgam, silere non debeo, nec loqui 
sine dolore. Quod ad maiorem sancts 


ecclesiso iniuriam in occulto factum 
non fuit, aed publice. Qui autem 
cognoticere voluerit, quid catholica et 
apoBtolica erccloaia de investiture aen- 
sorit, quid docuerit, quid iudicaverit 
et conBtituerit, legat in primo capitulo 
illiuB concilii, quod tempore Gregorii 
septimi factum eat, et ibi omnes 
elericoB, qui de manu laici mvestiturem 
euseipiunt heroticos vocatoa et ideo 
dampnatos es»e et excommunicat ob 
invenerit. Licot enim alia heresis de 
invest itura dieatur, alia symoniaea : 
ihta tamen, quee do invostitura dici- 
tnr, contra sanelam iccclesiam fortius 
iaeulatur. ..... 

Invostitura, onim de qua loquimur, 
sacranionttim est, id est sacrum sig- 
mun, quo princepB iccclosiie, cpiscopus 
scilieot, n cateris liominibus secernitur 
]>ariter atquo dinoscitur : ot quo super 
ehristiauam gregom cura pastoralis ei 
tribuitur. Hanc invostiturom ab illo 
nolo suscipere debet, a quo et con- 
Kocratione^n habet. Ilium siquidem 
priuH oportet consocrari, deinde vero 
tamquam ducem feeclesue sacris insig- 
nibus decorari. . . . Hffie prssterea 
luereHis de investiture ei recte per* 
spiciatur, etiam hscreeis symoniaea esse 
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In another treatise which was written, it is thought, a 
little later, Geoffrey repeats a great part of what he had said, 
and adds an emphatic assertion that not even Borne could 
alter the law of the Church on this matter. 1 He refers 
clearly to the action of Paschal II., and it may be conjectured 
that he also wished to repudiate the position represented by 
Ivo of Chartres. 

So far, Geoffrey’s position was rigorous and uncompromising, 
but in a treatise which seems to belon^/to the year 1119 we 
find a new tone and another attitude. It is not easy to 
determine the relation of this treatise to the negotiations at 
Mouzon and the Council at Rhoims, for in some respects its 
principles and proposals go far beyond what apparently 
Calixtus II. was at that time prepared to concede, and 
he evidently deprecates any extreme measures against the 
emperor. The treatise exists in two forms a — a short one, 
which contains an exhortation to Calixtus to stand fast 
against the heresy of lay “ investiture ” with ring and staff ; 
and a longer one, in which Geoffrey argues that there was 
another sense in which lay “ investiture ” might be admitted. 
He prote sts, indeed, t hat th ere w as no legal nor canonical 
authority for lay “ investiture ” with ecclesi astical possessions, 


viva et vera rationo probatur. Nam 
qua' HK’culariht potestas sibi vindicare 
nititur invewtituram, nisi ut per hoc 
aut pecuniam extorqueat aut, quod 
est gravius, Ribi inordinate Rubieotam 
efficiat pontificis perRonam ? . . . 

Anulua autem ot virga, quando ab illia 
dantur, a quibus dnri dobent, et quando 
et ubi et quomodo dobent, «aeramenta 
accclesito sunt, siout sol ot aqua ot 
qua: dam alia, sine quibus hominum ot 
ercclesiarum consocrationcs fieri non 
possunt.” 

1 Id., * LibelluH,’ iii. : “ Sunt 

quidam qui Romanes locclefio omnia 
licere putant, et quasi quadam 
dispensationo alitor quam divina 
scriptura pra?oipit earn facero posse. 
Quicunque utique sic sapit, deaipit. 
Nam Romanes geodesies post Pet- 


rum minime licet quod Petro non 
licuit. Petro qua- liganda erant 
lignndi, ot qua* Rolvenda solvendi 
est a OhriRto data potestas, non 
qua* liganda solvendi, vel quae erant 
solvonda ligandi ooncessa faeultan. 
Petrus etiam si aliquando ignoranter 
alitor egit, Paulug, licet adhuc in 
conversatione novieius, ei in faciem 
rosistorc minimo timuit. Potrus voro 
sui iunioris mcropationom libonter 
suscipions, quod plus iusto fecerat 
diligenter correxit. Romana itaquo 
ifccclosia (divinarum script urarum legem 
solvoro non dobot, sed conservore ; 
et tradita sibi a Christo potestato) 
non ad suam voluntatem uti, sed 
secundem Christi traditionem.” 

* Cf. editor in ' Lib. do Lite.’ 
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and he seems to maintain that it is not reasonable that those 
th ings which had been once granted to the Church should h e 
granted again ; but he admits that all property is held by 
"human law. By the divine law men are subject to kings and 
emperors, and the Church cannot hold possessions except by 
the human law ; and he quotes the most significant phrases 
of that discussion of the nature of private property by St 
Augustine, to which we have frequently referred . 1 JHe con- 
tends, therefore, thqt there was no reason why the king 
should not, after due* canonical election ant T conaeoratio n^ 
"Invest the bishop with the property of the C hurch un der 
some form, and urges lhat by this concession pe ace Inighfb e 
restored to the Church and the State. He concludes with a~ 
warning against an injudicious use of excommunication, which 
was evidently intended to suggest a doubt whether it was 
wise to excommunicate the emperor, even if he refused to 
come to terms with the Church, and with a reference to the 
action of St Peter and St Paul in making concessions to 
Jewish prejudices . 8 


* Cf. vol. i. pp. 139-142. 

2 Geoffrey <le Vondomo, * Libellus,’ 
iv. p. 691 : “ In {occlebiaHliciu posset,- 
aionibus, quamvis nee in legibus nee 
in oanonibufa invoniatur, tamen prop- 
ter scandalem et Hnsnia vitandum 
tans regibue invostitura concedatur, 
ut uec ip«i propter hoc percent, nee 
sancta leceleeia dotrimontum patiatur. 
Invent lturam por virgam el anuliun 
accipere, nisi a euo eoiiHOcratore, niani- 
feBtum eat ease dumpnosuin, quia nulli 
laieo licet ilia (pedesis- sacramenta dare, 
Biout oi non licet episcopum conbccrare. 
Res etiam, qun> aemel a'oclosw' datje 
aunt, rogen iterum eas dare, vel do 
ipsia investire, noc debent nee con- 
venienter posgunt. Nam aJicui dare 
quod habet, et de hoc investire ali- 
quem quod ille iam tenet, superfluum 
est et vanum ; non tamen videtur 
criminosum. Alia itaque est invest i- 
tura, qute episcopum perficit, alia voro 
qua' episcopum pascit. Ilia ex divino 


iuro habotur, ista ex iuro humano. 
Subtralie ius divmura, spirituahter 
episeopus non creatur. Subtrahe iue 
humanum, possessiones amittit, quibus 
qme corporaliter austentatur. Non 
onim posaeBsioneB haborot fficclema, nisi 
hibi a rrgibuB donarentur et ab ipsis 
non quidom divinie Bacramentis, sod 
poBBOssiombus terronia investiretur. 
Ex iuro divino regibue quidom et 
imperatoribus dominamur ; ipsis tamen 
ex eodem lure, quia Christi domini 
sunt, lionnrem del>emus et reveren- 
t iam, sirut dicit apostolus : ‘ Regem 
reveremmi.’ Ex iuro autem humano 
tantum ilhs debemus, quantum pos- 
sossiones diligimus, quibus ab ipsia vel 
a parent ibus suis acclesia ditata et 
mvostita dinoscitur. Unde beatus 
Augustinus super Iohannem sio loqui- 
tur : ‘ Noli dioere : quid mihi et regi 1 
quid tibi ergo et possessioni ? Nam 
per iura regum possessiones habentur. 
Si vero dixeris : quid michi et regi T 
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It recalls the treatment of “ investiture ” by Ivo of Chartres 
in his letters, with respect to the relation of the tem- 


Noli iam dicere posaeeaiones tuas, 
quia ad ipsa iura quibus possessions 
possidentur, renuntiasti. Nam seoun- 
dum ius imperatorum possidos torrena. 
Tolls imperatorum iura, quia audet 
dicere : Mea est ilia villa, aut incus 
est iste servus, aut mea oat ista 
domus ? Quo iure defondis villas ? 
divino an humano 1 Divinum ius in 
scriptures liabenius, humanum ius in 
legibus regum. Unde quiaque pussi- 
det, quod possidot ? Nonne iure 
humano ? Nam iuro divino domini 
eat terra et plenitudo eius. Pauperes 
et divitee Dous ab uno luto fecit, ot 
divites et pauperes una terra supportat . 
lure tamen humano dicis : Ha>c villa 
mea est, here domus mea, hie servus 
meus est. lure ergo humano, iuro 
imporatorum, quare 1 quia ipsa iura 
humana per imperatores ot reges 
saoculi Deus distribuit a>cclesia? sute.’ 
Possunt itaque sine offonsiono rogos 
post olortionem canonicam et conse- 
crationem per investituram rogalem 
in tecclesiasticis possessionibus eoncos- 
sionem, auxilium et dofonsioueiu epis- 
copo dare, quod quolibet signo factum 
extiterit, regi vel pontifiri sou catlioliciu 
fidei non nocebit. Voluit bonus domi- 
nus ct magistor noster Christus spirit- 
ualem gladium ot matorialem esse in 
defonsiono tpcclesias. Quod si alter ab 
altero retunditur, hoc fit contra illius 
voluntatem. Hac occasione de regno 
iustitia tollitur, et pax de eecclesia, 
scandala suscitantur et soismata, et 
fit animarum perditio simul et cor- 
porum. Et dum regnum et sacer- 
dotium, unum ab altero impugnatur 
periditatur utrumque. Nam rex et 
Bomanus pontifex, cum unus contra 
alium, alter pro regni consuetudine 
alter pro eeeclesiae libertate erigitur. 


regnum illam consuetudinem obtinere 
nec potest nec poterit, et eecclesia susr 
libertatis amittit plurimum. Bex prtc- 
terea sacrosancta communione pariter 
et regia dignitate privatur ; a Romano 
vero pontifiuff multis, qui sibi servire 
debuerant, Necessitate cogente servitur : 
ct qui a pontifice dooendus erat et 
ducondus a rego, rex ot pontifex popu- 
lum soquitur. Habeat autem eecclesia 
pocem, et regnum iustitiam ; habeat 
rex coiiHuetudinem, sed bonam, el non 
qunm male ropoBcit, sed quam supra 
diximus investituram. Habeat eecclesia 
tmain libertatom, red summopere oaveat, 
no, dum nimis emunxerit, eliciat san- 
guinem, et dum rubiginem de vase 
conatur eradere, vas ipsum frangatur. 
Hoc est preeripuum discrecionis mem- 
brum, ne quis qualibet actione teccle- 
sia* a sathana circumveniatur. Tunc 
onim a sathana quis circumvenitur, 
quando sub specie iustitier ilium per 
nimiam tristitiam perire contingit qui 
potuit liberari per indulgentiam. Prir- 
terea bonus et discrotus Augustinus 
in cpistola ad Parmenianum dicit, 
* vix aut nunquam excommunicandum 
c um esse qui in malo opera obstinatam 
multitudinem habet secum.’ Nam 
tulerabilius videtur uni parcere, ne in 
eecclesia scismn seminetur plurimorum. 
Et beatissimus doctor et martyr Cipri- 
anus asserit, dicens : ‘ Scisma non est 
faciendum, etiamsi in eadem fide et in 
eadem traditions non permanent qui 
recedit.’ Et Salomon in Eccleeiastioe : 
‘ Scindens ligna poriclitabitur in eis si 
exciderit ferrum.’ Item in Exodo : 
‘ In dorao una comodelur : non eicietis 
de domo carnom foras.’ Ex quibus 
verbis colligitur eum non excommuni- 
caudum esse qui multitudinem habet 
secum, ne, dum unum corrigere niti- 
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poralities to the secular power, and also to the possibility 
of conceding an “ investiture ” with the temporalities under 
some form ; 1 and it also corresponds with some of the 
suggestions of Placidus of Nonantula ; 2 but it gains an 
additional historical significance when we recall the rigorous 
position taken up by Geoffrey in his previous writings. We 
do not know, as we have said, what relation exactly the 
treatise may have had to the deliberations at Mouzon and 
Bheims, but it certbinly serves to bring out the fact that there 
was already in papalist circles a movement towards com- 
promise, and may help to explain how it was that Calixtus 
was compelled to withdraw his proposal to condemn lay 
“ investiture ” with relation not only to churches, but also to 
Church property, and to substitute the ambiguous condemna- 
tion of “ investiture ” of bishoprics and abboys. 

Two shorter treatises which, according to one MS., were 
addressed by Geoffrey to Pope Calixtus, may belong to the 
same time, or, at any rate, to the years between 1119 and 
1122, and may reasonably be interpreted as being related to 
the mediating position which Geoffrey had now taken up. In 
the first of these he contends that “ dispensations ” should 
sometimes be given by the authorities of the Church, under which 
something not wholly perfect might be done or permitted, in 
order to avert some grave danger to the Christian faith ; and 
he gives as examples the action of St Paul in circumcising 
Timothy, and of St Peter in requiring some of the Gentiles to 


suit, porditio fiat nraltorum, Hoc 
etiam Ieronimus ad August imim Bcnbit, 
diceiis, quod secundum boatonun apos- 
tolorum Petri et Pauli prudcntiam 
dispensationemquo honest am, aliquando 
fieri nocosse ost quod iure reprelinn- 
ditur. ne Christian® plebi fidei scan- 
dalum oriatur Nam propter metum 
Iudaorum, ne ipsi scandalizarentur, 
et PauluR post conversionem Timo- 
thoum eircumcisum fecit, et caro- 
monias etiam exercuit Iudeporum, et 
Petrus coegit quosdam iudaizare gen- 
tilium, uterque sanotus apostolus 


siinulans ro votoris login prspeepta 
servare, ne qui fi doles ox ludteis facti 
fuorant susceptam voritatis noticiam 
Rcnndahzati nogarent. Focerunt hoc 
sanefi apostoli misencordi et pio 
compassions, non simulationc falloci, 
quamvis legem post euangelium non 
esse servandam rnimrne dubitarent. 
Ubi btfatissims? vita viri intelliguntur 
non quidem commutasse consilium, sed 
ad horam pro aliorum salute su® doc- 
trine? eententiam.” 

1 Cl. p. 98. 

1 Cf. p. 130. 
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observe the Jewish law. Such “ dispensationes ” might even 
change the customs of churches and abbeyB. It is true that he 
says that these must not permit what is actually evil, and 
that if the Vicar of Christ were to do this he would be a blind 
leader of the blind ; but it seems fairly evident that he is 
retracting or at least restating the judgment which he had 
expressed in an earlier treatise . 1 

In the second of these treatises Geoffrey, states briefly the 
chief conditions which he deemed to be essential for the life 
of the Church. The_ Church, he says, must be Catholic, free, 
and chaste — Catholic, for it must not be bo ught or soIcT ; free, 
for it must not be subject to the secu lar powe r ; chaste, foFit 
must not be corrupted with bribes. When a Church is bought 
or sold the faith is made void, for men think that what God 
has made beyond all price can be bought by men. When the 
Church is subjected to the secular power she loses that- charter 
of liberty which Christ wrote for her on the Cross with His 
blood. When the Church is corrupted with bribes she loses 
her chastity . 2 These phrases had already been used by 


1 Id., ‘ LibelluR,’ v. : “ Dispen- 

sationos aliquando in trcclesia faci- 
endsc sunt, non quidom amora 
pecuniar vel quohbet humane favoro, 
sed pin et misericordi intentions. 
Tunc cnim a pastoro scclosiar dis- 
pensatio pie et miseiicorditor fieri 
creditur, cum aliquid minus per- 
fects) ad tempus fit ab illo vel fieri 
permittitur, non voluntate sua, sed 
aliorum nocossitato, no in ipsis vide- 
licet fides Christiana jiericlitotur. Sic 
igitur facienda eat diapensatio ab 
sscclesia, ut semper fidei nostra? veritas 
instruatur, et si quid aliter ad horam 
factum fuerit vel permiasum, oportuno 
tempore corrigatur. Hao discreta et 
eancta diapensatione uai aunt beati apoa- 
toli Petrua et PauluB propter in* 1 um 
ludeorum, ne ipsi scandalizarentur. 


Nam super hoc quod ipsi et alii aliter 
f ecerant, et se et alioB postea correxerunt. 
Possunt etiam et dobent fieri dispensa- 


tionea, quibus occcleaiarum et roonas- 
toriorum consuetudinea immutentur, 
aed ubi postponitur minus bonum, ut 
quod ost melius instituatur. In nullo 
uutem malum fiori dobet vol pormitti, 
nisi in ea tantum necessitate, ubi 
timetur, ne periclitetur fides, et illud 
postmodum corrigatur. Nam qui mala 
faciunt, ut veniant bona, horum iustum 
esse dampnationem Paulus apostolus 
protestatur. Si quis vero aliter in 
iocclesia dispensationes fecit, rationi 
simul ot veritati contradicit. Noo 
solum Jucernam ardent em non habet, 
vorum etiam aliorum ardentes extin- 
guit. Et ideo non rocte dioitur Christi 
vicariua, aed dux eat etecorum ipse 
cs'cua.” Cf. p. 151. 

1 Id., ‘ Libellus,’ vi. : “ ^Eccleaia sem- 
per oatholica, libera et cast a ease debet. 
Catholica, quia neo vendi debet neo 
emi ; libera, quia seculari potestati 
non debet subici ; casta, quia nulla- 
tenus debet muneribus corrumpi. 
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Geoffrey in earlier treatises, and they may have no special 
significance in this place ; but it is also possible that they may 
be intended to summarise the essential points which, in 
Geoffrey’s judgment, would have to be taken account of in any 
settlement, and he may possibly intend to suggest that, so 
long as these principles were safeguarded, concessions might 
be made on other points. 

Finally, in a treatise addressed to Cardinal Peter Leonis, 
which may belong to the year 1122, Geoffrey put together 
the substance of life earlier treatises, that is especially the 
condemnation of lay “ investiture ” as ho had expressed it in the 
second and third of these, and also the admission, as he had 
stated it in the fourth treatise, that a lay “ investiture ” with 
the temporalities, after a canonical election and free consecra- 
tion, might, be accepted. 1 It should be observed that almost 
the only new point urged in this treatise is that consecration 
as well as election must be free, and that a consecration which 


Quando enim tccclesia vonditur vel 
emitur, ovaruatur fides, quia quod 
incomparabile factum ost a Deo ab 
homine comparari posse estimalur. . . . 
Quando vero seeclesia sseculari potos- 
tati subicitur, qua; ante domina erat 
anoilla eificitur ; et quam Christus 
dominus dictavit. in cruco, et quasi 
propriis manibus do sanguine suo 
acripsit, uartam libortatis omittit. . . . 
Tuno etiam wcclesise castitas omnino 
periolitatur. cum corrumpitur ipsa 
muneribus et ex casta ot virgine sponsa 
Domini quasi mulier publica veraciter, 
facta dinoscitur. . . . Hccc tria, qua- 
diximus, proprie propria aicclesia hab- 
ere debet ; quorum unum si defuerit, 
falao nomine dicitur sponsa C Kristi ; 
quae velut paralytica iacet, nee ligandi 
neo solvendi potestatem habet. Nam 
Christus pastor bonus sponsam fidelom 
quaerit, respuit infidelem, Uberam sibi 
sooiat, abicit ancUlam, cast am diligit, 
odit oorruptam.” 

1 Id., ‘ Li bell us,' vii. : “ Sciendum 
vero, quod hie vel ubicumque de elec- 


tions ot eon80nratione opiscopi agitur, 
canonicam necesse est elootionem et 
literam consecrationem intelligi ; ut 
qui eanonire eligitur, et libera conse- 
cretur. Alioquin fit quaedam prava 
simulatio in otcclesia, ot aecclesiasticsB 
dignitatis illusio non parva. Quicum- 
que igitur canonice non eleetus quasi 
sacrandus aeeedit, vel qui non est 
libcro consecratus, etiamsi canonica 
prtcoeBserit electio, oxecratus recedit. 
N am Bicut ubi non est vera cordis eon- 
versio, non soquitur plena remissio, 
ita, ubi non sequitur libera conse- 
cratio, etiamsi canonica electio prae- 
cedat, minime prodost, cum neutra 
sola episcopum creare sufliciat. Nec 
est ilia libora consocratio, quam prae- 
cedit factum sine iudicio et iusticia 
iuramentum, cum beatus Hieronimus 
Bupetf Ieremiam dicat : ‘ Iuramentum 
non esse faciendum, ubi non est iusticia 
Bimul, veritas et iudioium.’ Quod Bi 
aliter fuerit praesumptum, iuramentum 
non erit, sed periurium.” 
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is preceded by an oath is not free. It may reasonably be 
judged that this has reference to the discussion of the terms 
of settlement at Worms. 

The change in the position of Geoffrey of Venddme which is 
indicated in these treatises is highly significant, and seems to 
indicate very clearly that, in spite of the failure of the 
negotiations at Mouzon, real progress had been made on both 
sides in the apprehension of the possibility of a settlement 
wliich should recognise both the principles frr which the Popes 
had been contending, and the reasonable* claims of the Tem- 
poral Power. This impression is confirmed by an examination 
of two works which belong to this time — the verses of Hugo 
Metellus on the conflict between the Pope and the King, and 
the verses of Hunald on the King and Staff. These writers 
were not men of any great importance, but their attitude 
is not the less significant. 

Hugo Metellus represents the king as urging that former 
Popes had acquiesced in the custom of royal “ investiture,” 
and that this signified the grant of the “ regalia ”j wh at har m, 
the king asks, could it do that he should grant those under 
the symbol of the pastoral staff ? The Pope replies that his 
predecessors had indeed tolerated lay “ investiture,” but un- 
willingly, and only because the kings of those days had been 
benefactors of the Church, and maintains that the ring and 
staff were the emblems of pastoral office and could not pro- 
perly be used to signify the “ investiture ” with the temporal- 
ities. The king then appeals to the concession of Paschal II., 
but the Pope replies that this was invalid, for it was granted 
under coercion. The king then suggests that if the Church 
were willing to forego the “ regalia ” he might surrender his 
claim to “ investiture,” and that in ancient times the Church 
did not possess these ; but the Pope refuses to entertain this 
proposal. The verses end with an agreement on the part of 
both that the matter was one for consideration in reason and 
wisdom . 1 

Hunald describes the papal contention that the ring and 
staff are sacred signs of sacred functions. The king agrees to 

1 Hugo Metellus, ‘ Cert&men Papas et Regis.’ 
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the principle that it is for priests to give sacred things, and 
only claims the right to bestow the “ regalia.” Hunald con- 
cludes that he would venture to say that the Pope and king 
were fighting about nothing, for neither sought to injure 
the other. 1 

The negotiations at Mouzon had broken down, but it soon 
became evident that the attempt to find some solution would 
have to be renewed. In June 1121 Ilenry marched to 
besiege Maintz, whije the Archbishop of Maintz, the leader 
of the Papal party in Germany, summoned the Saxon princes 
to his help. Before, however, the actual conflict began, the 
leaders on each side entered into negotiations with each other, 
and Ilenry was persuaded to agree that the dispute should be 
settled by the judgment of the leading men on each side. It 
was agreed that a meeting of the princes of the whole king- 
dom should be held at Michaelmas in Wurzburg to determine 
this settlement,. 2 The Saxon Annalist gives a detailed account 
of the conclusions arrived at in this meeting. The emperor 
was to submit to the Apostolic See, and the conflict between 
him and the Church was to be settled by the counsel and help 
of the princes under such conditions that the Emperor should 
keep what belonged to him and the kingdom, and the churches 
what belonged to them. The bishops who had been canonically 
elected and consecrated were to occupy their sees in peace 
until the meeting of a council to be held in the presence of 


1 Hunald, * Canon de Anulo et 

Baoulo ’ : — 

“ Ergo, si verum fas est dicere pace 
duonun : 

Fro nichilo pugnant rex et apos- 
tolicus. 

In neutram neuter quisquam peocare 
videtur, 

Cuique sui fines et sua jura manent. 

Rixari oessont, insistent utiliora 

Inter eos pax sit — omnia provenient.” 

* Ekkehard, ‘ Chronicon,’ a. 1121: 

“ Eousquo spiritus losu pro precio 


sanguinis sui filiisque sponsor; suss 
dimieans, spiritui superbie et maligno 
provaluit, ut mentibus universorum 
iam in uno divines voluntatis assensu 
conexis, ipsorum consilio, suasions ao 
obsecrations regis indignatio in tantum 
mitigaretur, ut ipse presens negocium 
non suo sed optimatum utriusque 
partes arbitrio terminandum decre- 
verit. . . . Ad hoeo determinanda 
collaudantur conventus totius regni 
principum, curia Wirciburg, tempus 
festum sancti Michahelis." 
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the Pope. The princes expressed their intention to settle the 
complaints of the Church against the emperor with regard to 
“ investitures ” in such a way that the kingdom should retain 
its honour. If in the future the emperor should take measures 
against any one for his part in these conflicts, the princes 
agreed that, by the consent and permission of the emperor 
himself, they would unitedly, though with all care and rever- 
ence, admonish him not to act thus. If, however, the emperor 
neglected their advice, they would act according to the agree- 
ment which they had made with each ot^icr . 1 

This report is of the greatest importance, especially as 
indicating the attitude of the princes — that is, that they were 
determined to impose a reasonable settlement both upon the 
emperor and upon the Church. Ekkehard summarises the 
proceedings, and adds the important information that the 
meeting appointed envoys to communicate what had been done 
to Borne, and to ask for the convocation of a General Council 
by the Pope.® 


1 M. G. H., Legem, Sect. IV., ‘ Con- 
atitutionos,’ vol. i. 106 : “ Hoc oat con- 
flilium in quod convonorunt principes 
do oontroverwia inter domnum impers- 
torem et regnum: (1) Domnun lm- 
perator apoetolico aedi obodiat. Et do 
<■ clump nits. , quam &d vermis eum habot 
eclesia, ex conailio et auxilio prinoipum 
inter ipaum et domnum papain com- 
ponatur, et ait firma et atabilia pax, 
ita quod domnus imperator quo sua et 
que rogni aunt habeat, eclesio ot unus- 
quiaque sua quiete et pacifice possi- 
doant. (2) Epiacopi quoque 'in eclesia 
canonice eleoti et conaecrati pacifice 
sedeant usque ad collaudatam in pro- 
aentia domni pape audientiam. Spir- 
ensis episcopus eclesiam suam libere 
habeat. Wormatiensia similiter, preter 
ipsam civitatem, usque ad presentiam 
domini pape. (3) Captivi et oosides 
ex utraque parte solvantur. (4) De 
hereditate palatini comitis Sigefridi, 
sicuti Metis inter ipsum ot domnum 
imperatorem definitum fuit, ita per- 


monoat. (6) Hoc otiam. quod eclesia 
adversus imporatorem ot rognum do 
invcstituria causatur, principes aine 
dolo et sine simulations elaborate in- 
tend unt, ut in boo regnum honorem 
suum rotineat. Interim donee id fiat, 
episcopi et omnee catholici sine ulla 
iniuria et perioulo communionem suam 
custodiant. (6) Et ai in posterum 
domnus imperator eonsilio aive aug- 
gestione alicuiua ullam in quemquam 
vindietam pro hac mimicicia exausoita- 
vorit, consensu et licontia ipaiua hoo 
inter se principes confirment, ut ipai 
insimul permaneant et eum omni 
caritate et reverentia, ne aliquid horum 
facere velit, eum commoneant. Si 
autem domnus imperator hoo con- 
silium preterierit, principes sicut ad 
invicem fidem dederunt, ita earn 
observent.” 

* Ekkehard, ‘ Chronicon,’ a. 1121 : 
“De verbo autem excommunioationis, 
unde scandala pene cunota pulula- 
verant, nichil eat diffinitum, tamen ad 
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There was some delay before the Pope replied to the envoys, 
but in_February. U22_jh ft yrrnt^ tr> H>p jy ip ~tel TO8~which 
were indeed not wholly conciliatory, but represented a new 
attempt at an understanding. Calixtus addressed'Senry not 
only as emperor but as his kinsman, and urged hIm"t<rgrSnt 
peace to the Church, assuring him that he had no 'dEStRTto 
take away anything which belonged to him or to the Empire. 
He also, however, warned him that if he still refused to 
render to the Church what was its due, he would provide for 
the well-being of the Church by religious and wise men, 
without regard to tlio'- injury which this might inflict upon 
Henry. 1 

i .Another embassy was sent by Henry V. and the bishops 
and princes, consisting of the Bishop of Spires and the Abbot 
of Fulda, who expressed Henry's desire for peace and concord 
between the “ regnum ” and the “ sacerdoiium,” if this could 
be obtained without injury to the majesty of the Empire. In 
response to this, Calixtus sent Lambert, the Cardinal-Bishop 
of Ostia, accompanied by t wo other cardinals, as his legates to 
Germany, with instructions that they were to endeavour to 
effect a settlement : and they invited Henry to meet a council 
of the bishops, which, as it was proposed, should meet at Maintz 
on the festival of the Nativity of the Virgin. 2 


apostolici rogiminis nudiontiam eon- 
eorditor in tvmorc divmo dilatum, 
denominstis in present] legatis qui 
Honiara hxc omnia deterrent , quatinus, 
indicto per tract ontatem apostolicam 
genorali concilio, quiet unque Lumano 
non possent, Spintus sanoti iudicio 
terminarentur.” 

1 Calixtus II., ‘ Epistola-,’ 108 
(Migne, vol. 163): “To igitur sicut 
consanguineum nostrum, quem gomina 
in Christo dilectione diligero, houorare 
et super omnes exaltare cupimus, coin- 
moneraus, ut Eeclosini pacera ultorius 
non recuses, pravorum suggestion's, 
qui in uostris plaoere sibi capitibuB 
gloriantur, ad cor tuum ascendere non 
permittas, nec servus omnium velis 


esse, qui dobes omnibus imperorc. 
Nilul, Henrico, do tuo iure vindicare 
si hi qua-rit Ecrl''»ia, qua? sicut mater 
sun omnibus gratuito adminiatrat. 
N'eo regni noc imperii gloriom afiecta- 
mus, sed soli Deo in Ecclesia 1 suae 
iust it ia deserviro optamus. . . . Quod 
si stultorum, ct imperaro tibi volen- 
ti urn adulationibus, et pravitatis sug- 
gostionibus pra'cipitanter adhtesoris, 
nec honorem Doo et Ecclesiaj debi- 
tum reddideris, per religiosos et 
sapientee viros Ecclesiffi Dei non 
sine haisione tua eurabimus provi- 
dere, quoniam sic esse diutius non 
valemus.” 

1 ‘ Mon. Bambergensia,’ p. 383 : 
“ H[einrico] glorioaisaimo imperatori, 
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>$he Council met at Worms in Septe mber, and the delibera- 
tions lasted V mohtlTor' inofeT We learn from a letter which 
Adalbert, the Archbishop of Maintz, wrote to Pope Calixtus 
shortly after, that the negotiations were at first difficult. 
Henry could not at first be persuaded to surrender what he 
considered to be his hereditary right to invest with the ring 
and staff, and the laity who were present seem to have sup- 
ported the emperor in his claim. At last, after consultation 
with the cardinals, and with what Adalbert represents as 
their reluctant consent, it was agreejl that the election of 
bishops in Germany should be hel^r in the presence of the 
emperor ; and we may gather that it was in view of this 
concession that Henry waived his right to invest with ring 
and staff . 1 , 

The most important provisions of the settlement as finally 
agreed upon were as follows : Henry surrendered all claim 

N. Dei gratia Ostiensis opiscopue ot aliquod dotrimontum pociatur sed per 

apostolica- sedis legatus duct um her- onrniu augeatur.” 

tritium. Roligiosi viri, nuntii vide- Cf. Ekkehard, ‘ Chronicon,’ a. 1122, 

licet magnitudinis vostro-, apostoliram and Ansolmus, ‘ Cent. Siegeberti 
sedem nuper adiorunt, dicontvs : pacis Gemb.,’ a. 1122. 

et ooncordias inter regnuin ot hacerdo- 1 1 Mon. Bambergenaia,’ p. 619 : 
tiura iam tandem oxcellentia.- vestrse “ Sed quia tam imperium quara im- 
oonsilium placuisse, si tamen salva ma- perator tamquam hereditario quodam 

iestate imperii et absque diminutione lure baculum et anulum possidere vo 

regni fieri potuisset. Quibus auditis, lubant. — pro quibus universe laioorum 

donums apostolicus gaudio ropletus ost multitudo imponi nos destructores in- 

et gratias egit Deo, qui vobis tale con- clamabat — nullo modo potuimus his 

silium inspiravit. Nostras etiam humi- imperatorem oxuere. Donee com- 

litati hane iniunxit obedientiam : ut in municato oonsilio cum his, qui aderant, 

has partes vemremus et pacts et con- fra tribus ot dominie cardinalibus — 

cordial inter vos et ipsum mediatoreB hinc periculo nostro compacientibus, 

essemus ; ealva tamen iusticia et ita, inde eclesie censuram verentibus et ob 

ut nullum mantis soandalum ecclesiae hoc vix nobis assentientibns — omnes 

inde proveniret. Rogamus igitur ex- pari ter sustinuimus : quod in ipsius 

cellentiam vestram, ut in ooncilio presentia oclesia debeat elootionem 

episooporum Moguntiae celebrando in facers ; nil in hoc statuentes nec per 

nativitate sanctas Maria- vestram hoc in aliquo, quod absit, apostoliois 

dignemini exhibore praesentianx Illud institutis et canonicis tradicionibus 

autem sritote : nichil ibi contra vos preiudicantes, sed totum vestre pro- 
sed pro vobis omnia, sailva tamen sentie et vestre deliberation! reser- 

iusticia, nos agero velle ; nequo id vantes.” 

intendere, ut honor imperii veetri Cf. Ekkehard, ' Chronicon,’ a. 1122. 

VOL. IV. L 
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j to “ investiture ” with ring and staff, and granted to all 
churches in the empire the right of free election and con- 
secration. The Pope, on the other hand, granted to Henry 
that all elections to bishoprics and abbeys in the German 
kingdom, which belonged to the kingdom, should be held in 
his presence, but without simony and violence ; and that, in 
the case of disputed elections, he should, with the counsel 
and judgment of the metropolitan and comprovincial bishops, 
give his assent and support to the wiser party. The bishop- 
or abbot-elect was to, receive the “regalia ” from him “per 
septrum,” and was to f.ijfil the lawful obligations which he 
owed for this. In the other parts of the Empire the bishop 
or abbot, within six months of his consecration, was to receive 
the “ regalia ” from the emperor “ per sceptrum,” and was to 
discharge all his lawful obligations ; the only exception being 
in the case of all which belonged to the Boman Church , 1 


* Legem. Sect. IV., * Constitutiones,’ 
i. 107 : “ In nomine sancts* et indi- 
viduse Trinitatis. Ego Heinricus, Dei 
gratia Romanorum imperator augustus, 
pro amore Dei et aanctie Romania 
eocleeiee et domini papa 1 Calixti et pro 
remedio animso mesa dimitto Deo et 
eanctin Dei apostolia Petro et Paulo 
eanctmque catholics? ecclesire omnem 
inveetituram per anulum et baculum, 
et concerto in omnibua cculoaiia, qua' 
in regno vel imperio meo sunt, con- 
onioum fieri electionem et liberam 
conseorationom. (2) Poaacasiones et 
regalia beati Petri, quo? a principio 
huius discordia- usque ad liodiemara 
diem Hive tempore patris mci aive 
etiam meo ablata sunt, qua* habeo, 
eidem aanctsa Romans? ecclosiec resti- 
tuo, qufe autem non habeo, ut reetituan- 
tur fideliter iuvabo. (3) Poasesaionea 
etiam aliarum omnium occlosiarum 
et principum et aliorum tarn clericorum 
quam laicorum, quae in werra ista 
amissae Bunt, conailio principum vel 
iusticia, quae habeo, reddam, quae non 
habeo, ut reddantur fideliter iuvabo. 


(4) Et do veram pacem domino papeB 
Calixto aanctseque Romans? ecolesiaj 
et omnibus qui in parte ipaiuR sunt 
vel fuerunt. (5) Et in quibtis sancta 
Romans mcclesia auxilium postulaverit, 
fideliter iuvabo et, de quibus mihi 
fecerit querimoniam, debitam sibi 
faciam iusticiam. Hsec omnia acta 
sunt conBensu et consilio principum 
quorum nomina subscripta sunt.” 

Id. 108: "Ego Calixtus episcopus, 
Bervus sorvorum Dei, tibi dilecto filio 
Heinrico Dei gratia Romanorum imper- 
atori augusto concedo, electionos episco- 
porum et abbatum Teutonioi regni, 
qui ad regnum pertinont, in prseaentia 
tua fieri, absque simonia et aliqua 
violentia : ut si qua inter partes dis- 
cordia emerserit, metropolitan! et 
comprovincialium consilio vel iudicio, 
saniori parti aasensum et auxilium 
prmbeas. Electus autem regalia per 
sceptrum a te recipiat et quae ex his 
iure tibi debet faciat. (2) Ex oliis 
vero partibus imperii conseoratus infra 
sex menses regalia per sceptrum a te 
recipiat et qutB ex his iure tibi debet 
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..JK we endeaTo ur t o estimate the main character of the 
settlement which terminated the conflict of fifty years between 
the Spiritual* and the Temporal Powers with respect to 
the appointment of bishops and abbots, we" may say that it 
is clear that in the main it represents the triumph of that 
mediating tendency whoso development we have endeavoured 
to trace, and not the complete victory of the extremists of 
either party. When, however, we attempt to interpret the 
principles of the settlement in detail, we have need of great 
caution, but we may perhaps reasonably make the following 
observations. The emperor, in sy*rendermg the investiture 
with ring and staff, and in admitting the right of free election 
and consecration, made it plain that he made no claim to 
bestow the spiritual office and authority, and that he recog- 
nised the rights of the diocese and the province. On the other 
hand, the Church recognised the justice of his claim to give 
or to withhold the feudal possessions and authority of the 
bishops and abbots as exercising temporal lordship. In the 
provision that the election should take place in his presence, 
the Church recognised that the emperor could not be excluded 
from all part in the election to the great ecclesiastical offices, 
in which, indeed, on the canonical principles, the laity had 

faciat ; exceptis omnibus qua; ad reference to the counsel and judgment 
Romanam ecclesiam pertinore noscun- of the metropolitan and comprovincial 
tur. (3) Do quibus vero mihi queri- bishops by which the emperor was to 
moniam feceris et auxilium postula- bo guided in the case of disputed 
veris, Becundum officii mei debitum elections, the reference to the sceptre 
auxilium tibi praestabo. (4) Do tibi as the instrument of “ investiture ” 
veram pacem et omnibus qui in parte with the “ regalia," and the exception 
tua sunt vel fuerunt tempore huius of all the rights which belonged to the 
discordiffi.” Homan Church. It is in this form that 

the settlement is referred to by Otto 
We must refer our readers for a full of Fresingen in the ‘ Gesta Friderici.’ 
disoussion of the text, as well as for an Bemheim argues that this must be a 
admirable and detailed treatment of deliberate falsification of the text, and 
the agreement, to the monograph of pointB out that it corresponds with 
E. Bemheim, ‘ Zur Qesohichto des tho action of Henry V. with reference 
Wormser Konkordats.’ We ilfeed only to a disputed election to tho Abbey 
here point out that there are import- of St Gall in 1123. However this 
ant omissions in the text of the may be, we arc entitled to assume 
Concordat contained in the ‘ Codex that the text, as given above, is sub- 
Udalrici ’ of Bamberg. It omits the stantially accurate. 
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their just and lawful place. In the provision for the de- 
termination of disputed elections, the emperor was no doubt to 
be guided by the advice and judgment of the metropolitan and 
the comprovincial bishops ; but the Church admitted that the 
emperor was entitled to an important part in such decisions. 
Probably the most important concession of the Church was 
contained in the provision that the bishop, or abbot, elect 
should ask for and receive the “ regalia ” from the emperor 
before his consecration ; for this probably meant that in the 
case of an insuporable»'ibjection to the elected person by the 
emperor, the whole maiff'Mr could be reconsidered. On the 
other hand, the most important concession of the emperor 
was that which dealt with his relation to the bishoprics and 
abbeys outside of the German kingdom. Hero he mado no 
claim to a part in the election, and accepted the provision 
that the bishop or abbot was to apply for the “ regalia ” 
after the consecration — that is, after the whole process of 
appointment was completed ; and this no doubt meant a 
very great change in the relation of the emperor to the 
Italian bishoprics. 

We have reached the end of our consideration of the first 
aspect of the great conflict between the Empire and the 
Papacy, but in the course of this conflict other questions 
had arisen, and other claims had been made which represent 
a profounder aspect of the relations of the Spiritual and 
Temporal Powers in the Middle Ages, and we must now turn 
to the consideration of these. 



PART III. 


THE POLITICAL CONFLICT OF PAPACY AND EMPIRE. 


CHAPTER I. 

THE POSITION AND CLAIMS OP GEEGOBY VII. 

'In the first volume of this work we have set out what 
appears to us to bo a reasonable interpretation of the re- 
lations of the Spiritual and Temporal Powers in the ninth 
century, and have urged that these represent in substance 
the acceptance of the principles set out by Rope Gelasius I. 
in the fifth century — that is, that the two authorities are 
each divine, and are each supreme within their own spheres, 
that neither can claim authority over the other with respect 
to its specific functions. It is quite true, and we have en- 
deavoured to recognise it frankly, and to illustrate it suffi- 
ciently, that in actual fact the spheres of the two authorities 
were not in the ninth century thus clearly separate, but that 
we find each intervening from time to time in matters which 
belonged to the other. It does not, however, appear to us 
that this really affected, in the minds of the men of that time, 
the validity of their general judgment, or the sincerity of their 
conviction that the Spiritual and the Temporal Powers were 
autonomous in their relations to each other. 

It is, however, true, and we have laid some stress upon it, 
that in the ninth-century restatements of the Gelasian prin- 
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ciplea we find some important modifications and additions. 
Where Gelasius had said that the burden laid upon the 
priest is heavier than that which was laid upon the king, 
for in the divine judgment he will have to give account for 
the soul of the king, Jonas of Orleans calls the person of the 
priest “ praestantior,” for he is responsible to see that the king 
does his duty even in the discharge of his office ; and Hincmar 
of Eheims says that the “ dignitas ” of the bishop is greater 
than that of the king, for it is the bishop who consecrates 
the king. But the most fundamental modification of the 
Gelasian phrases was by Jonas of Orleans and the 

bishops in the ‘ Eelatio ’ 6f 829, where they say that the 
two great offices of the priest and the king are offices not 
in the ^ world, as Gelasius had said, but in the universal 
Church, which is the Body of Christ. How far this modifi- 
cation was conscious and deliberate we cannot say, but it is 
none the loss important. It may reasonably be contrasted 
with the phrases of Optatus of Milevis, whon he rebukes 
the Donatists for their want of respect for the Empire : the 
Church, he says, is within the commonwealth — that is, the 
Eoman Empire — and not the empire within the Church. 1 

This conception is indeed one of far-reaching importance, 
and is characteristic of the whole political and ecclesiastical 
theory of the Middle Ages. In our second volume we have 
cited a passage from Stephen of Tournai, one of the most 
eminent canonists of the later years of the twelfth century, 
which represents this principle very effectively. In the one 
Commonwealth, he says, and under the one king, there are 
two peoples, two modes of life, two authorities : the common- 
wealth is the Church, the King iB Christ, the two peoples are 
the two orders in the Church — that is, the clergy and the 
laity j the two modes of life are the spiritual and the carnal ; 
the two authorities are the priesthood and the kingship 
(*' sacerdotium et regnum ”), the twofold “ iurisdietio ” is the 
divine law and the human : give to each its due, and all 
things will be brought into harmony. 2 

1 Cf. vol. i. pp. 148 and 255. Deeroti,’ Introduction. Of. vol. ii. 

1 Stephen of Tournai, ‘Surama p. 108. 
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There is only one Commonwealth, that is the Church of 
Christ, and of this Commonwealth Christ Himself is the TTing ; 
but He commits his authority to two persons, to the priest 
and the king, and not to one alone. There is no question in 
Stephen’s mind of an authority of the one over the other, 
within its own sphere, nor does he even suggest any question 
of the priority of the one over the other. And yet it would 
seem that when the commonwealth was conceived of as the 
Church, it would be difficult to avoid this question completely. 
At any rate, even in the ninth century, Jonas of Orleans 
and Hincmar of Rheims anticipated in some measure the 
actual form which the question was to take. Jonas, as we 
have seen, calls the person of the priest “ prsestantior,” for 
he is responsible to see that the king docs his dutv ; and 
Hincmar calls tho “ dignitas ” of the bishop greater than that 
of the king, for the bishop consecrates the king to his office. 
It is in these two phrases that we may see the first germs of 
those claims of the Church and the Papacy which wo have 
now to examine. 

In the first part of this volume we have endeavoured to 
set out briefly some illustrations of the conception of the 
superiority of the Spiritual over the Temporal Power, and of 
the conception that it had some authority in determining the 
claim to secular authority. Tho most significant phrase is 
perhaps that of Rodolphus Glaber, writing towards the end 
of the first half of the eleventh century, when he says that 
no one can be recognised as emperor who has not been chosen 
by the Pope as suitable in character, and unless he has re- 
ceived from him tho tokens of empire . 1 A little later we 
find the reforming Popes and their friends using phrases 
whose precise meaning is indeed difficult to determine, but 
which are at least very significant. Pope Leo IX., in a letter 
to the Patriarch of ^Constantinople, in which he maintains 
the authority of the Roman See over all Churches, also urges 
that the Roman See has an earthly as well as a heavenly 
empire, that the Roman See has a royal priesthood, and he 

* Of. p. 9. 
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confirms this by a reference to the “ Donation of Constantine.” 1 * 
Unfortunately, he does not indicate clearly the meaning which 
he attached to its phrases. In the first volume we have set 
out the reasons which have convinced us that originally, and 
in the ninth century, the political authority referred to was 
understood to relate to the papal claims on the exarchate 
of Bavenna, and the other Byzantine territories in Italy.® 
Whether Leo IX. understood its phrases in this sense, or in a 
more general one, is not clear. 

A few years later again we find Peter Damian, as we have 
already seen, using phrik^s whose significance it is very 
difficult to determine. He 'recognises indeed very explicitly 
that the royal power derives its authority from God Himself, 
and he t distinguishes very emphatically the nature of the 
functions of the king and the priest ; and when he refers to 
the two swords, ho speaks of them as belonging, the one to 
the king and the other to the priest, and docs not suggest the 
doctrine sometimes maintained later, that both strictly speak- 
ing belonged to the priest. 3 On the other hand, in a letter 


1 Loo IX., ‘ Ep.,’ 100, 13 : “ His 
ot aliis quamplurimis testimoniis, iam 
vobis satisfaction osse debuit do ter- 
rene ot c orlesti imperio, imo do 
regali sacerdotio S. Romans: et apos- 
tolic® sedis. . . . Bed no forte adhuo 
do torrena ipaius dominations aliquis 
vobis dubietatis supersit scrupulus . . . 
pauca ex privilegio, oiusdent Constan- 
tin! manu cum cruco ourea super 
cmlestis clavigori venerabilo corpus 
posito, ad medium proforerous.” 

He proceeds to quote a considerable 
part of the “ Donation of Constantine," 
including those sentences which refer 
to his handing over hiB authority in 
Italy and the Western regions to the 
Pope. 

* Cf. vol. i. pp. 288-9. 

* Peter Damian, ‘ Ep.,’ Bk. 111., fl : 
“ Sciobat enim [*.*., Jehoiada] quoniam 
utraque dignitas alternsc invicem 
utilitatis est indiga, dum et sacer- 
dotium regni tuitione protegitur et 


regnum sacerdotalis officii sanctitate 
fulcit.ur. . . . ut dum rognum ac 
sacordotium optata per vos pace 
perfuitur, is, qui utriusque dignitatis 
auctor est, pacis astern® digna vobis 
prasmia largiatur.” 

Id., Opusc., 57, 1 : “ Non omnia 
membra ecclosite uno funguntur officio. 
Aliud nempe sacerdoti, aliud com- 
petit iiidici. Ille siquidem visceribus 
debet pietatis affluero, et in matornee 
misericordi® gremio sub exuberantibus 
dootrina 1 semper uberibus filios confo- 
vore. Istius autem officium est, ut 
roos puniat, et ex eorum manibus 
cripiat innocentoB,” &c. 

Id., Sormo, 69 : “ Felix autem, si 
gladium regni cum gladio iungat 
sacordotii, Djt gladius sacerdotis miti- 
get gladium regis, et gladius regia 
gladium acuat sacordotis. Isti sunt 
duo gladii, de quibus in Domini pas- 
siono legitur : * Ecce gladii duo hie ’ 
et responditur a Domino : * Sufficit.’ 
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to Henry IV., exhorting him to help the Roman See against 
the antipope Cadalins, he says that the king is to be respected 
when he obeys the Creator ; but when he goes against the 
divine commands he is lawfully held in contempt by his 
subjects. In another place he speaks of the Pope as the 
king of king s and prince of emperors, who excels all living 
beings in honour and dignity ; and in another place still he 
speaks of the Roman Church as having been founded by 
Christ, who committed to Peter (“ beato otemm vita) clavigero”) 
the laws both of the earthly and heavenly empire, and this 
is repeated in another work, wher^.' he speaks of Christ as 
having committed to Peter the laws both of heaven and of 
earth . 1 We have already considered these phrases in Part I. 
of the volume, and we have dealt with the interpretation of 
some of them by the canonists of the twelfth century in 
volume ii ., 2 and we can only repeat that it is very difficult 
to say what Peter Damian may have meant by them. 

Another of the most eminent of the reforming Churchmen 
of the time used phrases whieh are noticeable as indicating 
the rationale of the later claim of the spiritual power. 
■'Cardinal Humbert recognises and states very emphatically 
the distinction of the spheres of the two orders : the clergy 
may not interfere in secular matters, any more than the laity 
in ecclesiastical afEairs. In another passage, however, he says 
that, if we are to find a just comparison between the priestly 


Tuno enim regnum prove 1 hitur, sacer- 
dofium dilatatur, honoratur utrum- 
que, cum a Domino prsetaxota felici 
confoaderationo junguntur.” 

1 Id., ‘ Ep.,’ Bk. VII., 3 : “ Sod 
tunc deferondum cat regi, cum 
rex obtemperat Conditori ; alioquin 
cum rex diviuin resultat imperiie, 
ipso quoque iure contomnitur a 
subiectis.” 

Id., ‘ Opusc.,’ 23, I : “ Aa’ quod 

facile respondetur ; quia cum unus 
omni mundo papa prassideat, roges 
autem plurimoa in orbe terrarum 
eua cujusque regni meta oonoludat, 
quia quilibet imperator ad papsa 


vostigia comnt, tanquam rex regum, 
et princeps imporatorum, cunctos in 
came vivontes honore, ac dignitate 
prsecellit.” 

Id., ‘ Opusc.,’ v. : “ Romanam autem 
ccclesiam solus ipso fundavit, super 
petram fidei mox nascontis orexit, qui 
beato vita; eterna 1 clavigero terreni 
simul et ccelestis imperii iura com- 
misit." 

Id., ‘ Opuso.,’ 67, 3 : “ Salvator enim 
noster, qui tamquam mitis agnus 
apparuit, mox ui 1’etro cceli terreeque 
iura commisit.” 

1 Ci. pp. 46-48, and vol. ii. pp. 
206-209. 
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and the royal dignities, we may say that the priesthood 
resembles the soul, and the kingdom the body, for they love 
each other, and have need of each other. As the sonl is 
greater than the body and commands the body, so is the 
priesthood in regard to kingship ; and thus, that all things 
may be rightly ordered, ihe priesthood like the soul ad- 
monishes men what things are to be done ; as the king should 
follow the ecclesiastic, so the lay people should follow the 
king ; thejjriest should teach the people, the king should 
rule them.}*' V 

We do not feel that il\^ possible to say exactly what Peter 
Damian and Humbert ana other reforming Churchmen may 
have understood by such phrases, we doubt indeed whether 
they tttached to ihem any cloarly defined meaning. They 
must not therefore be considered unimportant and insigni- 
ficant ; and it only needed some new conditions to bring out 
their significance, perhaps we should rather say, new conditions 
and a more determined temper. 

The new conditions developed with that great change which 
we have discussed in the last section of this volume. Till the 
death of Henry HI. it is clear that in the main the reforming 


1 Humbert, ‘ Adversus Simoniaeos,’ 
iii. 9, M. G. H., ‘ Lib. de Lite,’ vol. 
i. : “ Ex quibus pariter odocemur, 

quod sicut clerici saccularia nogotia, 
sic et laici ecclesiastics pnesumore 
prohibontur. . . . Et quemadmodum 

clerici a laicis habitu et profossione, sio 
discreti debent esso actu et convcrsa- 
tione_ut neuter eorum offieium ai terms 
aut hereditarium sortem sibi prapripiat, 
sad uterque terminos a sanctis patribus 
et orthodoxis principibus positos at- 
tendat. Nam sicut clerici a laicis 
etiam intra parietes basilioorum locis 
et offioiis, sic et extra aeparari et 
cognosoi debent negotiis. Ideo laici 
sua tantum, id est seecularia, clerici 
autem bub tantum, id est eoclesiastica 
negotia, disponant et provideant.” 

Id. id., iii. 21 : “ Unde qui saeer- 
dotalem et regalem dignitatem vult 


irreprebonBibiliter et utiliter conferre, 
dicat socordotiuin in pracsenti ecolesia 
assimilari anima;, regnum autem cor- 
pori, quia invicem so diligunt et 
virishim sese indigent suamque sibi 
operam vicissim exigunt et impendunt. 
Ex quibuB sicut pracminet anima et 
praeeipit, sic sacerdotalis dignitas re- 
gali, ut puta caelestis terrestri. Sio 
ne prtepostera, sed ordinata sint 
omnia, sacerdotium tanquam anima 
prsomoneat quae sunt agenda ; regnum 
deinde tanquam caput eui corporis 
omnibus membris prsemineat et ea 
quo expedit preecedat. Sicut enim 
regum 1 * * 4 est ecclesiastioos sequi, sic 
laicorum quoque reges suos ad utili- 
tatem eeclesiee et patriae ; sio ab una 
eorum potestate populua dooeri, ab 
altera debet regi, quorum neutra 
populum inconsiderate sequi." 
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party in the Church had the general and hearty support of 
the imperial authority, but with his death this was changed. 
During the minority of Henry IV. the authority of the emperor 
became involved in the most glaring abuses, and when Henry 
IV. himself took over the reins of government this was only 
confirmed. 

It is not our part here to discuss the truth of the charges 
which were brought against Henry’s personal character — the 
statements of his political and ecclesiastical enemies must be 
received with caution. But it does not admit of dispute that 
both in his private conduct and in hi° ^ecclesiastical actions he 
gave serious cause of offence. It may Suffice here to mention the 
great scandal which was caused whon, in 1069, Henry made 
public his desire to divorce his wife. In a letter of Archly shop 
Siegfried of Maintz to Pope Alexander II. he describes the in- 
dignation with which this had been received. 1 In another 
letter of the same archbishop wo have a good example of the 
relation of Henry to the ecclesiastical scandals of the time. 
Siegfried had been forbidden by Alexander II. to consecrate 
the bishop-designate of Constance, on the ground that he was 
charged with simony ; and he reports that Henry was much 
incensed with him on this account, and that he was afraid 
that Henry would .take further measures unless the Pope 
protected him against the royal anger. 2 Indeed, if we accept 
the statements of Henry IV. ’s own letter to Gregory VII. of 
1073, it would seem evident that he was conscious, or allowed 
himself to be represented as being conscious, of grave faults, 
both personal and ecclesiastical. 3 


1 Siegfried of Maintz, * Mon. Bam- 
bergensia,’ p. 85. 

2 Id. id., p. 69. 

* Greg. VII., * Registrum,’ i. 29, a : 
“ Nuno autem divina miseratione 
aliquantulum compunoti et in noB 
reversi, peooata nostra priora ♦sstrre 
indulgentissimcB patemitati nos accu- 
sando oonfitemur ; sperantes de vobis 
in Domino, ut, apostolica vestra auc- 
toritate absoluti, iuatificari merearour. 
Eheu criminosi nos et infelioes, partim 


pueritiie blandientis instinctione, par- 
tim potestativie nostras et imperiosae 
potentisp libertate, partim etiam eorum, 
quorum seduetilia nimium seouti 
Bumus consilia, seduetoria deceptions 
peocavimus in coslum et coram vobis ; 
et iam digni non sumus vooatione 
vestrsc filiationis. Non solum enim 
nos res ecolesiasticas invasimus, verum 
quoque indignis quibuslibet et symo- 
niaco felle amaricatis et non per ostium 
sed aliunde ingredientibus eoelesias 
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When Hildebrand was elected to the Papacy in 1073, as 
Gregory VII., the division between the reforming party in the 
Church, and the authorities of the State in the Empire, and 
also in France, was already very marked ; and while it is true 
that for a considerable time Hildebrand had exercised a great 
influence in deter minin g the policy of the Papacy, it is also 
true to say that with his formal accession to power this policy 
became clearer and more determined. Since the Council of 
Sutri the Popes had steadily maintained the policy of refor- 
mation, and especially with regard to two questions — one, 
with which we are not h^te directly concerned, the marriage of 
the clergy, the other the buying and selling of Church offices 
or simony. Hitherto this had been expressed mainly under 
the t^rms of stringent proceedings against the clergy who were 
guilty of simoniacal practices, but with the accession of Gregory 
VII. the Papacy turned its attack upon the secular authorities 
themselves as being, in its judgment, mainly responsible for 
this condition of things. 

It has been sometimes maintained or suggested that this 
was due to some more or less definite and conscious intention 
to establish the power of the Papacy as supreme over the 
Temporal Power : we doubt whether there are sufficient grounds 
upon which to found any such judgment, and we think that it 
would be wiser for the historian to confine himself to the 
observation of the actual development of the new policy of the 
Papacy. It is, however, true that the new policy developed 
with great rapidity ; that indeed from the first year of his 
pontificate Gregory VII. showed that he was prepared to use 
every power which the Pa pacy had over claimed, or exercised, 
to secure reform. 


{pans vendidimus, et non ea« ut opor- 
tuit dofondimus. At nunc, quin soli 
absque vestra auctoritate ecclceios 
corrigere non possumus, super his, ut 
etiam de nostris omnibus, vest rum 
ana et consilium et auxilium obnixo 
quaerimua ; vestrum studiosissimo prac- 
ceptum servaturi in omnibus. Et 
nuno in primis pro eeelesia Medio- 


lanonsi quw nostra culpa, est in errore 
rogamua : ut vestra apoatolica diatric- 
tiono canonice corrigatur ; et exindo 
ad 0.,‘toras corrigendas auctoritatis 
vestra! sententia progrediatur. Nos 
ergo vobia in omnibus Deo volente 
non defuerimus ; rogantea id ipsum sup- 
pliciter patemitatem voatram, ut nobis 
ulacris adsit clemonter in omnibus.” 
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The new policy, if we may call it Bueh, took Bhape first in 
relation to the French monarchy ; it waB not till 1076 that 
the breach with Henry IV. took place. We must therefore 
begin by observing the relations of Gregory VH. and France 
during the first years of his pontificate. 

In an earlier chapter we have dealt with the stringent 
measures which Pope Leo IX. had taken against Bimony in 
the French Church. 1 When Hildebrand became Pope he 
found the evil still rampant, and in his judgment it was the 
king himself, Philip I., who was the real source of the evil. 
In December 1073, the year of his accession, Gregory VII. 
wrote to the Bishop of Chalons tv letter, in which he de- 
nounces Philip as being among all the princes of that time 
the greatest offender against the true order and freedom 
of the Church, and as being especially guilty of th*f moBt 
outrageous simony. He expressly lays the blame upon him, 
for he speaks of the French kingdom itself as singular in its 
piety and devotion to the Roman Church. He does not, 
however, confine himself to denouncing the wickedness of the 
king, but threatens, in the plainest terms, that, if Philip would 
not amend his evil ways, he would lay the kingdom under a 
general excommunication, and thus compel the French people 
to withdraw their obedience from the king. 2 

We have indeed here startling evidence of a new policy, of 
the fact that the Roman Sec was now under the control of a 
Pontiff who was prepared to use every weapon at his disposal 
in order to secure a complete reform in the conditions of the 

1 See p. 86. Quam rom da regno illo tanto profecto 

* Greg. VII., ‘ Regiatrum,’ i. 35 : tulimus molestius, quanto et prudentia 

“ Inter oieterus nostri huius temporis et religione et viribus noscitur fuiaae 
principes, qui eoclesiam Dei perversa potentius et erga Romanam ecolesiam 
oupiditate venundando dissiparunt et multo devotiue. . . . Nam aut rex 
matrem suam, eui ex dominico preacepto ipse, repudiato turpi symoniaoae heresis 
honorem et reverentiam debuerant, moroimonio, idoneas ad sacrum regi- 
ancillari subieotione penitus ^onoul- men personas promoveri permittet, 
carunt, Fhilippum regem Franoorum aut Franci pro certo, nisi fidem chrie- 
Gallicanas ecclesias in tantum oppres- tianam abioere maluerint, generalis 
isse oerta relatione didicimua, ut ad anathematis muorone percusai, iili 
lummnm tam detestandi huius faci- ulterius obtemperare recusabunt.” 
noris oumulum pervenisse videatur. 
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Church. The policy and determination which are manifest 
in this letter were further developed in the succeeding yearB. 
In September 1074, Gregory VII. wrote to the Archbishops 
of Rheims, of Sens, of Bordeaux, to the Bishop of Chartres 
and the other bishops of Prance, reproving them for their 
failure to resist the wickedness of the king, and bade them 
as one body to remonstrate with him, and to denounce to 
him the wickedness of his deeds. If he would not listen to 
them they were to warn him that he would not escape the 
apostolical sword, and they wore, in obedience to Rome, to 
separate themselves from his obedience and communion, and 
to interdict the public ^performance of all divine service 
throughout France ; and finally, if Philip would not oven 
then repent, he desired that every one should know that 
he wl/uld leave nothing undone to deprive him of the French 
kingdom. 1 

In November of the same year Gregory wrote to William 


1 Id. id., ii. S : “ Quorum rorum 

rex veater [Philip] qui non rex and 
tyr annus dictndun oat, suadonte dia- 
bolo caput et causa eat. Qui omnem 
eetatem auam fiagitiis ct faoinoribua 
polluit et, auscepta regni guber- 
n arala miser et infelix inutiliter 
gerena, Bubiectum aibi populum non 
solum nimis aoluto imperio ad acelora 
relaxavit aed ad omnia, qua- dici 
et agi nefaa eat, oporum ct studi- 
orum auorum exemplis incitavit. 
. . . Vos etenim fratres etiam in 
culpa eatis ; qui dum perditissimia 
factis eiua aacerdotali vigors non 
resistitia, procul dubio noquitiom 
iUiua conaentiondo favotis. . . 

Nam, si prohiberc oum a delictia, 
contra ius et revorentiam promisate 
aibi fidelitatia ease putatia, longe vos 
fallit opinio. . . . Unde rogamus vos 
et apostolica auctoritate monemua, ut 
in unum congregate, patrioc vestrso 
fames atque saluti conaulatia ct, com- 
muni conailio ac coniunctissimis animis 
regem alloquentes, de sua oum et 


regni confusiono atque porioulo com- 
moneatis et, quam criminosa sunt eius 
facta atque consilia, in faciom ei oaten- 
dentes, omni exhortatione eum flectere 
atudeatis. . . . Quodai voa audire 
noluerit et, abiocto timore Dei, contra 
regium decua, contra suam et populi 
aolutem, in duritia cordis sui perati- 
torit, apostolica) animadveraionia glad- 
ium nequoquam eum diutiua effugere 
posse, quasi ex ore nostro aibi noti- 
fioato. Propter quod et vos, apostolica 
auctoritate commoniti atque oonBtricti. 
matrem veatram aanotam Romanam ct 
apostolicam ecclesiam debits fide et 
obedientia imitamini ; et, ab eius vos 
obsequio atque commuaione penitus 
soparantes, per universam Franciazn 
omne divinum officium publics celebrari 
interdicite. 

Quc^lsi nec huiuamodi districtione 
volucrit resipiscere, nulli clam aut 
dubium esse volumua, quin modis 
omnibus regnum Franciee de eius 
occupatione, adiuvante Deo, tempte- 
mus eripere.” 
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the Count of Poitou, and exhorted him to remonstrate with 
Philip on his iniquities, and more especially with regard to his 
conduct in plundering Italian merchants in France, and told 
him that, while he was prepared to accept his repentance, if 
he did not amend his evil ways he would excommunicate him 
and all those who continued to render him obedience. Again, 
in December of the same year he wrote to Manasses, the Arch- 
bishop of Bheims, on the same matter, denouncing the new 
and unheard-of crime of the king, that he plundered the 
merchants of Italy and other countries, and warns him that if 
the king persisted in these crimes he must expect to have the 
Roman Church and the Pope as hi* determined enemies. In 
the Council held at Homo in February 1075, he decreed that, 
unless Philip gave security for his amendment to the papal 
envoys who were to be sent to France, he was to b€ held 
excommunicate. 1 

The terms of this letter of Gregory VII. certainly mark 
the appearance both of a new attitude of the Papacy to- 
wards the Temporal Powers, the determination to deal 
directly, not merely with the clergy who were guilty of 
simony, but with the secular authorities, when they were 
responsible for this, and also the assertion of the right 


1 Id. id., ii. 18 : “ Qui ai con- 

siliis vestria acquieverit, nos sum 
qua dobomus pari tat 0 traotabimus. 
Alioquim, si in perversitate studi- 
orum suorum perduraverit et secun- 
dum duritiam et impoenitons cor 
euum iram Dei et aancti Petri sibi 
thesaurizaverit, nos, Deo auxilianto et 
nequitia sua promorento, in Romans 
synodo a corpora et communione 
sanct® ecclesim ipsum et, quicumque 
sibi regalem honorem vel obedient iam 
exhibuerit, sine dubio sequestrabimus : 
et eius ootidie super altare sancti Petri 
excommunicatio confirmabitur.”^ 

Id. id., ii. 32 : “ Nunc igitur caute 
et diligenter ut dobes accipias : malum 
inauditum, seelus detestabile, quod 
Philippus rex Francise — immo lupus 
rapax, tyr annus iniquus, Dei et re. 


ligioni sanct® ecclesi® inimieus — Italic 
et aliarum provinciarum mercatoribus 
contra Deum et regni sui honorem 
fecit, et alia, quorum ad aures nostras 
clamores frequontissime venerunt, si, 
prout iustitia dictaverit, oorrexerit, 
nos procul dubio lsetari, gratiarum 
actionibus Deum laudaro ut pro per- 
dita et inventa ove, sciat fraternilas 
tua. Si voro contra h®c, quod nolu- 
mus, egerit, Deum procul dubio sibi 
inimiemn sanctamquo Romanam ec- 
closiam et nos, qui ei licet indigni 
prasidomus, viribus et modis omnibus 
sibi adversari promittimus.” 

Id. id., ii. 62, a : “ Philippus rex 
Francorum, si nunciis pap® ad GBllias 
ituris de satisfactione sua et emenda* 
tione seeuritatem non feoerit, habeatur 
excommunicatus, ” 
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of the Papacy both to excommunicate and to depose princes. 
It was not till later that a reasoned justification of these 
claims was set out by Gregory, but it is noticeable that 
in a letter of 1074 to Sancho, King of Aragon, he asserts 
that Christ had made Peter prince over the kingdoms of the 
world ; and in a document which has been dated as belonging 
to the year 1075, and contains a summary and statement of 
the nature of papal authority, we find an explicit assertion 
of the principle that the Pope can depose emperors, and 
release the subjects of wicked rulers from their allegiance. 1 
There is indeed no doubt that the Church had constantly 
claimed a full spiritual^ "-authority over kings as much as 
over lesser men, but the conception that this involved the 
right to depose kings was a somewhat different mattet. In 
our first volume we have cited certain passages which in- 
dicate that the conception w r as not unknown, and had been 
at least sometimes recognised in the ninth century ; but the 
determined phrases of Gregory VII. certainly seem to repre- 
sent a new confidence as well as a new policy. 2 

If the new policy became apparent first in the relations of 
the Papacy to the French monarchy, it was in its relations with 
the Empire that it was developed. We do not pretend here 
to relate the history of the great conflict between Gregory VII. 
and Henry IV. in detail, but we must follow its course, so 
far as is necessary to understand the principles which were 
at issue. We have already mentioned the grave scandal 
caused by Henry IV. ’s proposal in 1069 to divorce his wife, 
and by his connivance with simony. When Hildebrand suc- 
'ceeded to the Papacy in 1073, Henry IV. had not been per- 
sonally and explicitly excommunicated ; but he had refused or 


1 Id. id., i. 63 : “ Esto, itaquo 

cons tana et fiduciam firmam habeas 
et quod cepisti perflcias ; quia in 
domino Jesus Christo confidimus, 
quia beatus Petrus apostolus, 
quom dominus Iesus Christus rez 
gloruB prineipem super regna mundi 
constituit, cui te fidelem ezhibes, te 


ad honorem desiderii tui adduewt, 
ipse te victorem de adversaries tuis 
officiet.” 

Id. id., ii. 56, a : “ Dictatus pap®." 
..." Quod illi liceat imperatores 
deponere. . . . Quod a fidelitate 

imquorum subieotos potest absolvere.” 

* Cf. vol. i. pp. 262-287. 
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neglected to separate himself from the society of excommuni- 
cated persons, and was therefore indirectly under the ban of 
the Church. It should, however, be observed that Hildebrand 
was careful to avoid giving offence to Henry IV., and seems 
to have recognised his claim to be consulted before his actual 
consecration. 1 

Gregory’s attitude to Henry on his accession to the Papal 
See is well illustrated by a letter to Godfrey, Duke of Lor- 
raine. He assures him that no one could desire Henry’s 
wellbeing more than he does, and that he would greatly 
rejoice if Henry would follow his admonitions and counsels 
in maintaining justice ; but he fflso says very plainly that 
no respect of persons would withhold him from exercising 
justice upon him who held God in contempt. 2 Again, in 
a letter of September 1073, to Anselm, the Bishop-elect of 
Lucca, he bids him not to receive investiture from Henry 
until he had done satisfaction to God for his communion 
with excommunicated persons, and had made his peace with 
the Papacy. 3 

Gregory’s accession to power was almost simultaneous 
with the outbreak of the great revolt of the Saxons against 
Henry IV. In the third volume of the work we have dealt 
with its significance in relation to the history of the develop- 
ment of political ideas. We cannot here repeat what we have 
said, nor can we discuss in detail the circumstances, but it is 
necessary to bear in mind the political situation in Germany, 


1 Lambert of Horafeld, ' Annaloa,’ 
a. 1073 : Bonizo, ‘ Libor ad Amicum,’ 
vii. 

* Gregory VII., ‘ Begiatrum,’ i. 9 : 
"Do rege vero meatem nostram et 
deeiderium plane oognoscere potes ; 
quod, quantum in Domino aapimua, 
neminem de eius praaaenti ao futura 
gloria aut sollioitiorem aut oopiosiori 
deaiderio nobis preoferri credinAia. . . . 
Quodsi nos audiorit, non aliter de eius 
quam de nostra salute gaudemus ; 
quam tune oertissime sibi lucrari 
poterit, si in tenenda iustitia nostrie 
monitis et consiliis aoquieverit. Sin 

VOL. IV. 


vero, quod non optamus, nobis odium 
pro dileotione, omnipotent! autem Deo 
pro tanto bonore sibi collato, diasimu- 
lando iustitiara eius, contemptum non 
ex aequo roddiderit, interminatio qua 
dieitur : ' Malediotus homo, qui pro- 
liibet gladicum euum a sanguine,’ 
super nos Deo providento non veniet. 
Neque enim liberum nobis eat, alicuius 
personal! gratia legem Dei poetponere 
aut a tramite rectitudinis pro humano 
favore recedere, dicente apoatolo : * Si 
hominibua plaoere vellem, aervua Dei 
non ossom.’ ” 

» Id. id., i. 21. 

U 
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as it doubtless contributed much to the development of the 
papal position. It was no doubt, in part at least, the serious 
danger of the revolt which induced Henry to express himself 
so humbly and penitently as he did in that letter of the year 
107.3, which we have already cited. He acknowledged very 
humbly that he had misused his powers, and that he had been 
guilty of simony, and he begged Gregory to counsel him, and 
promised obedience. 1 In a very important letter, written in 
December 1073 to the Archbishop of Magdeburg and the 
other Saxon princes \\ ho were in revolt against Henry, we have 
the first, important example of Gregory’s intervention between 
Henry and his subjects. if' 1 laments the hostilities which had 
arisen between them, and the consequent devastation of Ger- 
many, and was evidently genuinely desirous to restore peace ; 
but it is noteworthy that from the first he assumed towards 
them and the king a position of authority as well as of medi- 
ation. He tells them that he has entreated and admonished 
the king, in the name of the Apostles Peter and Paul, to 
abstain from hostilities until he could send envoys to inquire 
into the causes of the conflict and to restore peace ; and he 
admonishes them to observe the same truce ; he assures them 
that he would endeavour to establish justice, and that he 
would, ■without fear or respect of persons, give the favour 
and the protection of the apostolic authority to that party 
which had suffered injury and injustice. 2 The tone of the 
letter is courteous but also authoritative. 


1 See p. <13. 

! Gregory VII., ‘ Rogiutrum,’ i. 39 : 
“ Vqrum iiUOT cot or at- curarum unxie- 
tateb ea hob inaxune solliciludo court ut , 
quod inter vos ot Henrieum regom, vos- 
t nun vidolicet dominum, taut am disi-or- 
diam et tam inimira studia exhoi in osso 
cognovimus, ut exinilo luultu liomicidia 
ineendia doprtrdationes ealcMurum ct 
pauperuro uc miserabilom putruv \ukIi- 
tatem fieri audiamus. Qua de re regi 
mitumus exhortantes ot ex parte apos- 
tolorum Petri et l'auli eum adinon- 
entes, ut interim seso ab arnus et omni 


bellorum infestationo contiuoat, donee 
tales ud cum ab apostolica Bede nun- 
cios dirigamus, qui tantso dissensionis 
caubus ot ddigontcr inquirer© et an- 
nuento Deo ad pacezn et concordiam 
aqua valeant doterminationo per- 
ducere. At quo itidem vos exoratos et 
apostolica auctoritate commonitos ease 
\ olmuuB, ut, ox veatra parte omni 
motiond Bopita, oasdem pacis inducias 
obsorvetis noc aliqua occasione nobis 
cum Dei adiutorio adstruenda; pacis 
impedimentum opponatiB. Cum et- 
onim, ut ecitis, nobis mentiri, sacn- 
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It would seem that Henry had been unreconciled to the 
Church, but from a letter of Gregory to the Empress Agnes, the 
mother of Henry IV., written in June 3074, it is clear that by 
this time Henry had been restored to the communion of the 
Church, and thus a grave danger to his kingdom had been, as 
Gregory says, averted ; for Gregory could not meet Henry while 
he was outside of this communion, and his relations to his 
subjects were very difficult. 1 In a letter written by him 
to Henry in December 1074, we have a statement, friendly 
but severe, in which he warns him that he could only hold 


legium, demroro iustiliam, anims- nit 
naufragium : nemincm vostrum dubi- 
tare volumus, quin aupor hue re, 
voritate discussa, quit-quid n-quum 
videbitur, provident o Dog docornoro et 
slabili pactiono studeatnus ettienro ; oi 
quameunque partem iniurias ot con- 
culcatro iustitia; violent iam pati cogno- 
vorimus, ilii prooul dubio. Omni limore 
et reapoetu peraonalis gratia.- post- 
hnliito, favarem et apost olica; auctori- 
tatis premidia conferromua.” 

We may comparo with this the terms 
in which Gregory VII. wrote to Geuza 
of Hungary in 1075 with rasped to 
the conflict between him and Solomon 
for the kingdom of Hungary. Ho 
claims that it ia the duty of tho Papal 
Seo to defend men’s lawful rights and 
to establish peaeo and concord. We 
shall return to llio lottor when wo 
consider tho feudal authority of tho 
Popes, hut in the meanwhile it ia 
noticeable for its claim to a more 
general authority. 

Id. id., ii. 70 : “ Si officii nostri 
est, omnibus sua iura defenders ao 
intor ect> componerc pacezn et stabilire 
concordiazn, multo magis ratio oxigit 
atque usus utilitatis exposcit, ut 
aemineinus caritatom inter *maiores, 
quorum pax aut odium redundat in 
plurimos. Unde nobis cura est et cordi 
pia sollicitudo inlueret, quatenus inter 
te et consanguineum tuum Salomonem 


rtfgom faciamus paoem, si possumus : 
ut iustitia ulrimque servata, sufEciat 
unicuiquo quod suum est, terminum 
iustitia- non transeat, metaia bone oon- 
auotudinis non excedot ; sicque sit in 
pace nobilissimum regnum Ungaria), 
quod hactonus per se principaliter viguit, 
ut rox ibi, non rogulus fiat. Verum 
ubi — eontompto nobili dominio beati 
Petri apostolorum principis, cuius reg- 
num esse prudontiam tuam latere non 
credimua — rox Hubdidit se Teutonico 
rt-gi, et reguli nomen obtinuit. Domi- 
nus aulom, iniurium sue illatam principi 
porvidens, potestatem regni suo ad te 
iuilicio tranatulit. Et ita oonsan- 
guiueus tuus, si quid in obtinendo 
regno iuris prius habuit, eo se eacrilega 
usurpnliono privavit. Petrus enim 
a firms petra dicitur, qua, portas 
inferi confringit, atque adamantino 
rigore degtruit et dissipat, quicquid 
obsistit.” 

1 Id. id., i. 85 : “ Quorum quidom 
quod maximum est et unitati dilee- 
tionis coniunetissimum, iam peregistis : 
videlicet filium vestrum Heinricum 
regem communion, ecclesite restitui, 
simulque regnum eius a communi peri- 
culo liberari. Quoniam illo extra com* 
munionem posito, nos quidem timor 
divime ultionis seeum convenire pro- 
hibuit : subditos sibi vero quotidie eius 
praigentia quasi necessitas quscdazn in 
culpa ligavit.” 
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his kingdom rightly if he used his power for the restoration 
and defence of Christ’s Church . 1 * In another letter of the 
same time, we seem to have an expression of Gregory’s 
feelings towards Henry when he was completely assured of 
his repentance and reformation. He expresses his constant 
affection for Henry, lamenls that men sow discord between 
thorn, and urges him to turn away his ears from such men. 
He tells Henry that his own desire was to accompany an 
army to the sepulchre of the Lord, and to bring help to 
the oriental Christians ; and that if by God's help be was 
able to do this, he desired to leave the Church in Henry’s 
care, that he might guard 'it as his mother, and defend its 
honour. He concludes by praying that God would absolve 
him frqm all his sins, and lead him in the way of His 
commandments, and bring him to eternal life . 8 In a 
letter written to Henry after his victory over the Saxons 
on the Unstrut, he expresses his joy that the divine judg- 
ment should have given him this triumph over the Saxons, 
who were unjustly resisting him, while he laments that so 
much Christian blood should have been shed ; and he 
assures him that he was willing to open the Church to him, 
and to receive him as one who was at the same time lord 
and brother and son, on the condition that he would consult 
his own salvation and give glory and honour to God . 3 * * * * 


1 Id. id., ii. 30 : “ Et tunc demum 

regia m potestatem rocte te obtinere 

cognosces, si regi rogum Christo ad 

reetaurationom dofonnionemquo eerie- 
sianjm suarum faciendum domina- 

tionis lure altitudinem incimas et 

verba ipsius dieentis cum tremore 
recogitaa : ‘ Ego diiigcntes me diligo, 
et honorificantee me honorificabo ; 
qui autem me contemnunt, erunt 

ignobiles.' *’ 

* Id. id., ii. 31: “si illuo faven te 
Deo i vero, post Deum tibi Romnnam 
ecclesiam relinquo, ut earn et sieut 
sanctum matrem custodies et ad eius 
honorem defendas. . . . Omnipo- 


touB Deus, a quo cuncta bona pro- 
cedunt, meritis ot auctoritate beat* 
orum apostoiorum Potri ot Pauli a 
cunctiH poccatib te absolvat et per 
viam mandatorum euorum inoedere 
faciat atque ad vitam xtsrnam per- 
duoat.” 

’ Id. id., iii. 7 : “ Ego autem, ut 
paucis loquar, horum consilio paratus 
sum : Cliristo favente, gremium tibi 
sanctsi Romans! ecclesue aperire, toque 
ut domieum fratrem et fUium susci* 
pere, auxiliumque prout oportuerit 
prg'bere ; niohil aliud a to quffirena, 
nisi ut ad monita tuee salutis non eon- 
tempnas aurem inclinare et creatori 
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,In January of 1076, however, we find that the relations 
between Gregory and Henry were seriously strained. On 
the 8th of that month he exhorted him again to separate 
himself from the excommunicated persons, and complained 
of his conduct in bestowing the bishoprics of Fermo and 
Spoleto on persons who were not even known to Gregory* 1 
It was only a few weeks later that the final rupture 
took place, and Gregory VII. and Henry IV. were 
arrayed in open war against each other. The circum- 
stances of this are set out by Lambert of Hersfeld, by 
Gregory VII., and by Bruno. According to Lambert the 
papal legates appeared in Gerrdany, and summoned Henry 
to appear at a Council to bo held in Borne in the 
second week of Lent to answer to tho charges brought 
against him, and declared that, if he failed to do 
this, he would without further delay be cut off from 
the Church by this apostolic sentence. Henry was pro- 
foundly moved by this announcement, and at once, dis- 
missing the legates with contumely, summoned all the 
bishops and abbots of the kingdom to meet at Worms on 
Septuagesima Sunday, to consider the deposition of Gregory, 
for this was necessary for the safety of himself and the 
kingdom. Gregory, in his letter to the faithful in Germany 
of August 1, 1076, after a long account of his relations with 
Henry IV., relates that he had written to him warning him 
that if he would not separate himself from the society of 
excommunicated persons he would have to reckon him as one 
separated from the Church, and that Henry, indignant at 
being rebuked, had persuaded many of the bishops in 


tuo, sicut to deoet, non contradicas 
offerre gloriam et honorem. ... Do 
superbia vero Saxonum vobiH iniuste 
resistODtium, qua divino iudicio a facie 
vestra contrite eat, et gaudgndum eat 
pro pace eocleaie, et dolendum quia 
multua ohriatianorum sanguis effuaua 
eat." 

1 Id. id., iii. 10 : “ Et nunc quidem, 


ut vulnus vulnori infligerea, oon- 
tra statute apostolic® aedis tradidiati 
Firman am et Spoletanam ecolesiam 
— si tamen ab homine tradi ecclesia 
aut donari potest — quibusdam peraonia 
nobis etiam ignotis ; quibus non 
licet, nisi probatis et ante bene 
cognitia, regulariter marmm im- 
ponere.” 
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Germany and Italy to renounce their obedience to the 
Apostolic See . 1 

The Council met on the appointed day, and its action will 
bb best understood by considering the letters which the bishops 
themselves and Henry IV. issued announcing its decisions'. 
We cannot here discuss all the points raised in the letter 
of the bishops, but the most noteworthy are the following. 
They complained that he had stirred up strife in all the 
churches, setting the people against the bishops and clergy ; 
that he had arrogated to himself the right of sanctioning or 
annulling the appointment of bishops ; that he had forbidden 
them to bind or loose any ohe whose offence had been in any 
way brought before him. They suggested that his election to 
the Papacy had been irregular, and contrary to the decree of 
Pope Nicholas II. ; and they charged him with a scandalous 
familiarity with some woman and with allowing her to 
interfere in ecclesiastical affairs. They concluded, therefore, 
that they would no longer recognise him as Pope.* 


< Lambert, ‘ Annaloa,’ 1076 (M. G.H., 
S. 8 ., vol. 6, p. 241) : “ Aderant prsetoroa 
Hildebrandi papa' legati, denunciantea 
regi, ut soeunda ferio HOcimda* obdo- 
madlt' in quadrBgeaima ad ainodum 
Homes ooourreret, do criminibuH quss 
obicorentur causam dioturua ; alioquin 
aeiret, ho absque omni procrastinaUono 
vvdom die de corpora aaneta- Ov.-clcMaj 
apoetolico anatJiemato abaeidondum 
esse. Qua- legatio rogem vohementer 
permovil ; atutiinquo ubioctin cum 
gravi contumolia legatis, omuon qui in 
regno huo esaont epiacopoa ot abbatea, 
Wormacia- dominion aeptuagoaimas con- 
venire pru'oepjt, traotaro cum ois volons, 
ad deponendum Romtuium pontilicrm si 
qua Hibi via, si qua ratio pateret ; in ho<' 
cardine totam verti ratua aolutcni 
euam et regni atabilitatem, ei in non 
onset epiacopus.” 

Grog. VII., Reg. Ep. Coli. 16. 

Ct. Bruno, ‘ Do Bell. Sax.,’ 621. 

a M. G. H., Legum, Sect. IV., Con- 
etitutionas, vol. i. 68 : “ Sublata 


onim, quantum in to fuit, omni potea- 
tato ab epiacopia, qua; eia divinitus per 
gratiam aancti Spiritus, qui maximo in 
ordinationibua oporatur, collata ease 
dinoacitur, omniquo rorum eccloaiaati- 
carum adminiatrationo plebeio furori 
per to attributa, dum iam nomo alicui 
(ipiaoopua out proabyter eat, nisi qui 
hoe indigniHaima assentatione a faatu 
tuo emondicovit, omnom apoBtolicas 
inatitutionia vigorous illamque pul- 
chorriinam nscmbrorum Chriati diatri- 
butionom, quoin doctor gentium tociens 
cominondat ot mculcat, miaerabili con- 
fiihione miscuiali. . . . Quia autem 
illud pro indignitate rei non stupeat, 
quod novam quondam indobitamquo 
potentiam tibi uaurpando arrogas, ut 
dcbita miivorbas fraternitati iura de- 
af ruas ? ABaeria onim, ouiuscunque 
noat rum parrochiani aliquod ad to 
delictum vel aola fama perveniat, ultra 
iam non habere quemquam nostrum 
aliquam poteatatem vel ligandi eum vel 
solvendi, prster to solum aut eum 
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Henry, in his letter to Gregory, says that he had attacked 
the bishops who were his friends, and then had turned upon 
the head himself, and had threatened to take from him his 
soul and his kingdom. He had in consequence summoned a 
general meeting of all the chief men of the kingdom, and 
by them it had been decided that Gregory could no longer 
be recognised as Pope. Henry had assented to their judg- 
ment, repudiates Gregory’s claim to the Papacy, and bids him 
descend from the see of that city of Borne, of which by the 
grant of God and the sworn assent of the Bomans he was 
Patrician . 1 In his letter to the Boman people Henry trans- 
mits to them the previous letter, and urges them to rise 


qucm tu spccialitor ad hoc dologoris. 
. . . Frieterea cum tempore Nicolai 
papai ay nodus eelebraretur, in qua 
cxxv episcopi consodorant, sub ana- 
themate id statutum et decretum est, 
ut nullus unquam papa fiorot, nisi por 
olectionem cardinaliiun et approba- 
tionem populi et per consensum auu- 
toritatemque rogis. Atquo huius uon- 
silii seu decrel i lu ipse aui-tor, persuasor 
Bubscriptorque fuisti. Ad hoc quasi 
fetore quodam gravissimi scandali to- 
tam ecclesiam replesti de conviotu et 
cohabitationo aliens) mulieris familiari- 
ori quam neoesse est. In qua re vore- 
cundia nostra magis quam causa labo- 
rat, quamvis hsec goneralis querela ubi- 
que personuorit, omnia iudicia, omnia 
docreta per fominas in apostolica sede 
aotitari, deniquo per hunc fominarum 
novum sonatum totum orbem ecclesia? 
administrari. Nam de iniuriis et eon- 
tumeliis episcoporum, quos tiiios mere- 
tricum et cetera id genus indignissime 
appellas nulla querimonia sufficit. 
Quia orgo introitus tuus tantis per- 
iuriis est initiatus et ecclesia Dei tam 
gravi tompestate per abusionefo tuarum 
novitatum periolitatur ot vitam eon- 
versationemque tuam tam multiplioi 
inf amia dehonestasti, obedientiam, 
quam nuliam tibi promisimus, nee de 


cectoro ullam servaturos ease renunti- 
amus, et quia uomo nostrum, ut tu 
publice declamabas, tibi hactenus fuit 
opiscopus. tu quoque nulli nostrum 
amodo eris apostolicus.” 

1 Id. id.. 60 : “ Quie omnia cum 

ego quadam pacientia diasimulaxem, 
tu hoc non pacientiam sed ignaviam 
sestirnaiiH, in ipsum caput insurgere 
ausus es, mandans quo nosti. scilicet 
ut tuis verbis utar, quod aut tu 
moreroris aut michi animam reg- 
numque tolleros. Hano inauditam 
contumaciam ego non verbis sed re 
confutandam diuidicans, generalem 
convontum omnium regni primatum 
ipsis supplicantibuB habui. Ubi cum 
ea quai hactenus metu et reverentia 
tacebantur, in medium deducta fuis- 
sent , veins assertionibus illorum, quos 
ex ipsorum litteris audies, palam factum 
est, te nullatenuB m apostolica sede 
posse persistere. Quorum sentential, 
quia iusta et probabilis coram Deo 
hominibusque vidobatur, ego quoque 
assentiens oxnno tibi papatus iuB, 
quod habere visus es, abrenuntio 
atque ut a sede urbis, cuius michi 
patriciatus Deo tribuente et iurato 
Romanorum assensu debetur, ut de- 
scendas edico.” 
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against Gregory and compel him to descend from the papal 
throne, so that another Pope might be appointed by Henry, 
with the consent of all the bishops and of the Roman citizens, 
who might heal the wounds of the Church . 1 

It is perhaps deserving of notice that the letter of the 
bishops lays stress in the main upon alleged ecclesiastical 
grievances, and the alleged irregularity of Gregory’s election ; 
while Henry deals mainly with the threat to excommunicate 
him, and the alleged threat to depose him. Whether he 
means that this was implied in the threat, of excommunica- 
tion, which is all that is mentioned by Lambert, or whether 
there had been some other statement by Gregory, as may 
be meant by Henry’s words in his letter to him, “Bcilicet ut 
tuis verbis utar,” we cannot tell. Henry clearly alleges that 
Gregor^ had threatened to depose him. It is beyond the 
scope of this work to deal with the question how far the 
contention of the bishops, that Gregory was claiming new 
powers over them, was well founded or not. It is no doubt 
true that the Papacy in its attempt to reform the conditions 
of the northern churches was extending its activity to an 
immense extent, but how far this represented innovations 
in principle is another matter. 

We are concerned here with the question of the relations 
of the Spiritual and Temporal powers, and we must turn 
from the proceedings of the Council of Worms to those of 
Gregory in the Council which met in Rome in February. In 
this Council, and under the terms of an invocation addressed 
to St Peter, Gregory solemnly excommunicated Henry, deposed 
him from the kingdoms of Germany and Italy, and absolved 


* Id. id., 81 : *' Inter qnos (inimieos) 
scilicet Hildebrandum mormebum no- 
tantos, vos in eius inimicitam oxcita- 
mus, quia hunc et ccclcsicr- invasnrem 
et oppressorem et Romanic reipublica- 
vel regni nostri insidiatorem depro- 
hendimus, ut in subsequent! epistola 
sibi a nobis directa pornoscere in 
promptu eat (t.e., No. 60). . . . 
Exurgite igitur in oum fidelissimi, et sit 
primus in fide primus in eius damp- 


natione. Non autem ut sanguinem 
oius fundatis dicimus, quippe cum 
maior sibi 6it post depositionem poena 
vita quarn mors, sed ut eum, si nolit, 
descenders cogatis et alium communi 
omnium i episooporum et vostro con- 
silio a nobis electura in apoetolicam 
sedem recipiatis, qui quod iste in 
occlesia vulneravit curare et velit et 
possit.” 
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all his subjects from their oath of allegiance. He did this on 
the ground that Henry had refused to obey the Lord, had 
joined himself to those who were excommunicated, and had 
attempted to divide the Church ; and he claimed this authority 
in the name of Peter, to whom Christ had given the power 
of binding and loosing in heaven and upon earth. 1 11 

The conflict had at last become open war, and the greatest 
Temporal power in Europe was arrayed against the Spiritual 
power of Rome. We must now examine the documents in 
which Henry and Gregory justified their action. The first 
important statement which we must consider is contained 
in a letter written by Henry to Gregory on March 27, 1076, 
presumably on hearing the news of his excommunication and 
deposition at the Council of Rome in February. He addresses 
his letter to him not as Pope but as the false monk*Hilde- 
brand, and accuses him first of having overturned all due order 
in the Church and treated the bishops as his slaves ; he had, 
he says, patiently endured all this, but nildebrand, mistaking 
his humility for fear, had at last turned upon the royal 
authority which had been given him by God, and had threat- 
ened to take it away from him, as though Henry had received 
the kingdom from him. The tradition of the holy Fathers had 


1 Gregory VII., * Hog.,’ iii. 10 a : 

11 Beale Petre apoetolorum princeps, 
inclina, quit no, pias auren tuas nobis 
ot audi me servum luum, quem ab 
infantia nutristi. . . . Specialiter pro 
vice tua miclii eommissa et michi tua 
gratia est potestas a Boo data ligundi 
atque solvendi in celo ot in torra. 
Hoc itaque fiducia fretus, pro eocleaiaa 
ture honors et defenaione, ex parto 
omnipotent Bei l'atns ot Filii et 
Spiritus sancti per tuam potestatem 
et auctoritateru Heinrico regi, filio 
Heinrioi imperatoria, qui contra tuam 
ecoleeiam inaudita auperbia inSUrrexit, 
totiua regni Teutonicorum et Italies 
gubernaoula oontradico ; et omnes 
chriatianoa a vinculo iuramenti, quod 
aibi fecerunt vel faoient, abaolvo ; et, 
ut nullus ei sicut regi aerviat, inter- 


dico. Bignum eat enim, ut qui atudet 
hunorom eccloaiec tua: imminuere, ipse 
honorem amittat, quem videtur habere. 
Et quia sicut christianus contempait 
obendiro nec ad Bominum rediit quem 
dimisit — participando excommunicatia ; 
et multas iniquitates fac-iendo ; meaque 
monita, qua: pro aua salute sibi misi 
te teste, spernendo ; seque ab ecclesia 
tua, temptans earn soindere, eepar- 
ando — vinculo eum anathematis vioe 
tua alligo. Et sic eum ex fiducia tua 
alligo : ut sciant gentea et comprobent, 
quia tu es Petrus et super tuam pelram 
filiua Bei vivi asdificarit ecdeaiam auam 
et porte infer! non preevalebunt ad- 
versus earn.” 

Cf. Lambert of Herefeld, * Annales,* 
1076. 
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taught that the anointed king could be judged only by God, 
and could not be deposed for any crime except heresy. He 
therefore, and all his bishops, bids Hildebrand descend from 
the apostolic throne and make way for another . 1 The letter 
sets out two very important principles or claims : the first, that 
Henry had been appointed by God, and was subject only to the 
judgment of God, and could be deposed only if he forsook the 
faith ; the second, that the king and the bishops had the right 
to judge and depose the Pope : but this is more vaguely put, 
and the grounds and conditions of the claim are not expressly 
stated. 

/Henry’s position is more carefully set out in another docu- 
ment, which is thought to be a summons addressed by him 
to the bishops to attend a council to be held at Worms at 
Whitsuntide. In this he states with some care the principle 
of the separation of the two authorities, the “regnum” and 


1 M. G. H., Logum, Sect. IV., Const., 
vol. i. 62 : “ Iloinneus non usurpativo, 
sod pm Dei ordmutione rex Hilda- 
brondo iam non apostolieo. Bed falso 
monacho. Hanc ialera pro confusions 
tua salutationem promeruisli, qui 
nullum in eeelesia ordinem prictensti 
quoin confueionis non honoris, male- 
dictionis non benedictionis participom 
non foceris . . . sicut servoB . . . sub 
podibuB tuos calcasti. . . . Sod tu 
humilitatem newt ram timorom fore 
intellexibti ideoquo ot in ipsam rcgiam 
potestatem nobis a Deo ronressam 
exurgere non timuisti, quam te nobis 
auferre ausus os mmari : quasi nos a 
te regnum acoeperimus, quasi in tua 
et non in Dei manu sit vel regnum 
vol iroperium. Qui dominus noster 
Iesus Christus nos ad rognum, to 
autem non vocavit ad sacordotium. . . . 
subditos in prselatos armasti, dum 
episcopos nostros a IJoo vocatos tu 
non vocatus spemendos docuisti, dum 
laiois ministerium eorum super sacer- 
dotes usurpasti, ut ipsi deponant vel 
condempnent quos ipsi a manu Dei 
per impositionem manuum episco- 


palium docendi aooeperant . Me quoque, 
qui licet indignus inter christos ad 
regnum sum unctus, tetigisti, qnom 
sanotorum patrum traditio BOli Deo 
iudioandum doruit nee pro aliquo 
crimine, nisi a fide, quod abBit , exorbit- 
avorim, deponendum assoruit ; cum 
etiam Iulianum apostatam prudentia 
sanctorum patrum non sibi sed soli 
Deo iudicandum doponendumquo com* 
misent. Ipse quoque verus papa 
bootus Petrus clemat, ' Deum timete, 
regem honorificate.’ Tu autom, qui 
Deum non times, in me constitutum 
eiuH inhonoras. . . . Tu ergo hoc 
anathomato [tho judgment of St Paul 
on those who preach another gospel] 
ot omnium opiscoporum nostrorum 
iudicio et nostro dampnatus descende, 
vendicatam sedem apostolicam re- 
linque ; alius in solium beati Petri 
asceudat, qui nulla violentiam roligione 
palliot,*sed beati Petri sanam docoat 
doctrinam. Ego Heinricos Dei gratia 
rex cum omnibus episcopis nostris 
tibi discimus : Descende, descende, 
per secula dampnande.” 
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the “ sacerdotium,” which Christ had established in His Church 
under the type of the two swords, and he describes their re- 
spective functions. The “ sacerdotium ” is to secure obedience 
to the king, after God, and the “ regnum ” is to conquer the 
external enemies of Christ, and to compel men within the 
Church to obey the “ sacerdotium.” It was this order which 
Hildebrand was striving to overthrow, and in doing this was 
really destroying the position and authority of both powers. 
Incidentally he denies that God had called Hildebrand to 
the “ sacerdotium.” 1 

The position of Hildebrand was set out by him in reasoned 
terms in a letter which he sent to* Hermann, the Bishop of 
Metz, in August 1076. He addressed himself primarily to 
the contention of those who maintained that it was not 
proper to excommunicate a king. He cites various author- 
ities and historical precedents to show that this was lawful, 
and that it had been done ; and then argues that the con- 
ception that any man could be exempt from ecclesiastical 
jurisdiction was intrinsically absurd, for it would mean that 
he was outside of the Church, and alien from Christ. In 


1 Id. id.. 03 : “ Tantuin vide ne 

obpresBse occleaiir solatium subtrahas, 
sed regno et saoerdotio oondoleas. 
Quo utroquo sicut huousquo ecclesia 
eat exultata, ita nunc humiliatur, lieu 
utroque viduata. Nam unus dum 
utrumque sibi vendicavit, utrumquo 
dissipavit, nec in uno profuit qui in 
neutro prodesBO voluit noc potuit. . . . 
Ut enim do pluribus pauca referamus ; 
regnum ot sacerdotium Deo none ion to 
sibi ueurpavit. In quo piom Dei or- 
dinationem contempsit, que non in 
uno sed in duobus duo, id est regnum 
et sacerdotium, principalitor consistore 
voluit, sicut ipso dominus Salvator in 
passione sua do duorum glaSiorum 
suffieienoia typicc intelligi innuit. 
Cui cui m diceretur : domino ecco duo 
gladii hie, respondit : ‘ satis est,’ signi- 
ficans hac sufficienti dualitate spiritu- 
alem et carnalem gladium in ecclesia 


esse gerendum, quibus omne nocivum 
foret amputondum, videlicet sacerdotali 
ad obedient iam regis post Deum, 
rogali voro giadio ad expugnandos 
inimicos Christi exterius et ad 
obedientiam sacerdocii interius omnes 
homines doeens fore constringendos : 
ut ita do alio in alium caritate ten- 
deretur, dum nec sacerdotii regnum 
nec sacerdotium regni lion ore pri- 
varotur. Hano Doi ordinationem 
qiialiter Hildobrandica insania con- 
fudorit, tu ipse nosti, si scire voluisti. 
Nam nullum eius iudicio licet esse 
saccrdotem, nisi qui hoc a fastu suo 
emendicaverit. Mo quoque quern 
Dous in regnum — non autem ad sacer- 
dotium ilium — vocevit, . . . quia 

ipse me regem non constituit, regno 
me privaro studuit, minitans regnum 
et animam se mi hi tollere, quorum 
neutrum concessit.” 
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arguing that it was lawful to excommunicate kings, he cites 
the alleged deposition of the last of the Merovingian Kings 
of France by Pope Zacharias, and the words of a letter of 
Gregory the Great, in which he had threatened kings who 
resisted his judgment not only with excommunication, but also 
with the loss of their office. It is to these presumably that 
he returns when he asks why the Apostolic See, which judges 
spiritual matters in virtue of the authority committed to it by 
God, should not also judge of temporal things. Some people 
had suggested that the royal dignity was greater than that of 
the bishop ; he indignantly protests that the truth was just 
the opposite, and that thij was evident from its origin : king- 
ship had its beginnings in human pride, while the bishop’s 
office was created by God. Finally, he stringently forbade 
any one to absolve Henry : this must be left to the papal 
judgment . 1 


1 Gregory VII., Rog., iv. 2 : “ Eia 
autem, qui (licunt : ‘ regera non oportet 
oxcommunicari, licet pro magna fatui- 
tate nec otiam respond erfi debeamus, 
t amen, ne impatient, er Hlorum innipien- 
t.iam prseteriro videamur, ad nauo- 
torura patrum dicta vel facta illos 
mittimus, ut con ad Honam doctrinam 
revooomus. Logant itaquo, quid 
bcatus Pel rue in ordinationo sancti 
ClementiH populo chriwtiano pra'oepit 
de eo, quem scircnt non habero gra- 
tiam pontificis.’ Addiscant, cur 
apostolus dicat ; ‘ Habentes in promp- 
tu ulcisci omnem inobcudiontiam ’ et 
do quibus dicit, ‘ Cum huiusmodi 
nec cibum sumere.' Considerent, cur 
Zacharias papa regem Francorum 
depoeuerit et omnen Francigonas a 
vinculo iuramenti, quod aibi feeerant 
absolvent. In rogistro beati Oregorii 
addiscant, quia in privileges, qua; 
quibusdem ecclesiis fecit, reges et 
duces contra sua dicta veniontes non 
solum excommunicavit sed etiam, ut 
dignitato oareant, iudioavit [Greg. I., 
‘Ep.,’ xiii. 8]. Nec praatormittant, 


quod beatus Ambroaius non solum 
regem sod otiam re vera impera- 
torem moribus et potostate Theo- 
dosium non iantum excommuni- 
cavii, sed etiam, no pratsumeret in 
loco aacerdotum in ecclesia manere, 
interdixit. 

Sed forte hoc volunt prsedicti viri 
subinlolligere : quod, quando Deus 
occlusiam suam ter boato Potro com- 
misit dicens : ‘ Pasco oves moas,’ regos 
exceporit. Cur non adtendunt vel 
potius erubescendo conhtentur : quia, 
ubi Deus beato Petro prineipaliter 
dedit potostatem ligandi et solvendi 
in crnlo et in terra, nuUum exoepit, 
nichil ab eius potestate subtraxit. 
Nam qui so negat non posse ecclesiee 
vinculo alligori, restat ut neget, se 
non posse ab eius potestate absolvi j 
et qui hoc impudenter negat, se a 
Christp omnino sequestrat. Quodsi 
sancta Bedes apostolica, divinitus sibi 
collata principal! potestate, spiritualia 
decernens diiudicat, cur non et secu- 
laria ? Reges quidem et principes 
huius seouli, qui honorem suam et 
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In a letter addressed to the faithful in Germany on 
September 3* Gregory set out the position, and the power 
which he claimed, with some important additions. He 
directs them to the decree of the Council which had ex 
communicated Henry for a statement of the grounds on 
which this actioD had been taken, and he bids them under- 
stand that Henry had been not only excommunicated, but 
also deposed, and that all his people had been absolved from 
their oath of allegiance. He desires them to show him 
mercy if he repented, especially for the sake of his father 
and mother ; but Henry must learn that the Church was 
not his handmaid, but was set ovjir him. If he would not 
repent another was to be elected to the kingdom who would 
promise to observe what Gregory had enjoined, and to do 
whatever should seem necessary for Ike Christian religion 
and the welfare of the whole empire. He requires them 
to report to him the person selected and his character, in 
order that he might confirm their election and the new 
order, as the holy Fathers had done. Finally, he refers to 
some oath which had been made to tho Empress Agnes, and 

lucra temporalia iustitise Dei pro 1 - dignitatibus ar.ripaerit — et quid beatus 
ponuut ei usque lionorom negligondo Ambrosius in suo pastorali, inter has 
proprium quaerunt, cuius sinl membra dignitates deereverit : * Honor ’ in- 

cuive adhsereant, voslra non ignorat quiens ‘ et sublimitos episcopalis nullis 
csritas. Nam aicut illi, qui omm suae poterit comparationibus adrequari. Si 
voluntati Deum prceponunt eiusquo regum fulgori compares et principum 
prsecepto plus quam hominibus obcedi- diademati, longo erit inferius, quam si 
unt, membra sunt Christi, ita et illi, plombi metallum ad auri fulgorem 
de quibus supra diximus, membra compares.’ Hecc non ignorans. Con- 
sunt antichrist]. Si ergo spiritualos stantinus Magnus imperator non 
viri, cum oportet iudicantur, cur non primum sessionis sed ultimum inter 
seoularos amplius de suis pravis actibus episcopos elegit locum ; acivit enim, 
constringantur T quia superbis Deus rosistit, liumilibus 

Sed forte putant, quod regia dig- dat gratiam. . . . De ipso autem re go 
nitas episoopalem preecellat. Ex omnino oontradiximus : ut nullus eum 
earum principiis colligoro possunt, pneuumat abaolvere, quo usque illius 
quantum a se utraque diSonmt. certa pasnitentia et sinoera satisfactio 
111am quidem superbia human| rep- nobis per idoneos testes fuerit noti- 
perit, hanc divina pietas inBtituit. ficata : ut simul inveniamus, qualiter, 
Hla vanam gloriam incossantor cap tat, si eum divina pietas respexerit, ad 
hanc ad coslestem vitam semper aspirat. honorem Dei et illius salutem eum 
Et addi scant, quid beatus Anastasius absolvamus.” 
papa Anaetasio imperatori de his 
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requires them, if they had determined to remove her son 
from the kingdom, to consult her and himself about the 
person selected to succeed him. 1 

If we now endeavour to sum up the principles and claims 
which are set out in these documents, we shall recognise 
that the conflict arose immediately and directly out of the 
claim of Gregory to exercise spiritual jurisdiction even over 
the king. It was the summons to Henry, to answer in 
Borne for the ecclesiastical offences of which he was accused, 
which was the immedial e cause of the open breath. The first 
and fundamental contention of Gregory was that even the 
king was subject to the tv’clesiastical censures of the Church, 
and even, if need should arise, to excommunication. Whether 
Gregory had formally threatened to depose Henry is not 


1 Id. id., Keg., iv. 3 : “ Gregorius 
episcopus servtw nervorum Dei omni- 
bun diloci i« in Christo fratrihus et 
eoopiseopia, durihus, eomitilms, uni- 
verais quoque fidom Christionam 
defendentihus, in regno videlicet Teu- 
tonico hahitantibuH, salutom ot. omnium 
poocotorum ahsolutionem per apoato- 
licam benedict ionem. 

Si litteraa, quibus Hoinricua dictus 
rox in sancto aynodo iudicio sancti 
Spiritus excommunicatus eat, diligenter 
perpenditia, quid do eo do boat fiori, 
indubitantor cognoscotia. Ex illia 
enim intelligitur : cur ait anathemat is 
vinculo alligatua ot a regia dignitato 
depositus ; ot quod omnis populua 
quoqdam sibi subject us a vinculo iura- 
menti eidem promiaai ait absolutua. . . . 
Eatote quaoao memoros human® con- 
ditionis et communis fragilititia, quibus 
non possunt nostra ®tatc ad imperii 
gubemacula invoniri ®qualcs. Ncc 
vos prffitereat pia et nobilis momoria 
patris eius ot niatris. . . . Non tiltra 
putet aanctam ecclesiam sibi sub- 
iectam ut ancillam, sed praclatam 
ut dominant. . . . Quod si exigen- 
tibus multorum peccatis, quod non 
optamua, ex cordo non fuerit ad 


Doum conversus, talis ad regni guber- 
nacula Deo favorite invoniatur, qui ea 
qua> prsediximua ot cetera, qu® videntur 
Christian® roligioni et totiua imperii 
aaluti nocossaria, ae corta ae indubi- 
tabili promiasione obaervaturum pro- 
mittat. Ut autom veatram eloctionem, 
— si valde oportot ut fiat — apostolica 
auetoritato firmamus, et novam ordi- 
nationem nostris temporibus corrobo- 
romua, sicut a sanctia nostris patribus 
factum esse cognoscimus : negocium 
personam ot mores oius quantocius 
poteatis nobis indicate ; ut, sancta et 
utili intent ione incedentes, moroamini, 
sicut nobis causic not® apostolic® 
sedia favorem per divinam gratiam et 
beati I’etri apostolorum principle per 
omnia benedictionem. . . . Hoc 

tamen videtur laudabile ; postquam 
cerium fuerit npud vos et omnino 
firmatiun, quod cius filiua a regno 
removoatur, consilium ab ea et a 
nobia roquiratur do inventa persona 
ad r«gni gubernacula. Tunc aut 
nostro cominuni consilio assenaum 
pr®bcbit, aut apostolic® sedia auo- 
toritas omnia vincula quae videntur 
iustiti® contradioere, removebit.” 
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dear ; but Henry understood that he had done this, whether 
implicitly or explicitly. He accordingly set up the counter- 
claim that he and the bishops had the power of sitting in 
judgment upon the Pope, and, acting upon this claim, they 
declared the deposition of Gregory at Worms. Gregory re- 
plied by excommunicating and formally deposing Henry as 
a rebel against God and the Church, and justified this action 
by various arguments and precedents. Henry’s reply to 
this was twofold : first, the claim that the king was subject 
only to the judgment of God, and could not be deposed except 
for heresy ; and second, he appealed to the Gelasian tradi- 
tion of the separation and autoqpmy of the two powers. 
Gregory, it should be observed, in the letter to Hermann 
of Metz, does not explicitly deny this, but reiterates the 
claim to spiritual authority over the king, and seeftis to 
assume that this carried with it the power of deposition ; 
and he puts forward, in vague but significant phrases, the 
contention that, if the Holy See could judge spiritual matters, 
it could also judge secular things. With special reference to 
the actual situation, he also claimed the right to consider and 
approve the person whom the German people should elect to 
take Henry’s place. 

Such, then, were the first stages of the great conflict, and 
the nature of the claims as they were first set out by the 
two parties. We must now conBidor briefly the develop- 
ment of the historical situation, and the further development 
of the principles which had been put forward. 

It might have seemed as though Henry was able to com- 
mand the allegiance of Germany, and even of the German 
bishops, in his quarrel with Gregory, but in a short time it 
became evident that this was not the case. The victory of the 
Unstrut in 1075 seemed to have crushed the revolt of the 
Saxons and to have secured Henry’s supremacy in Germany ; 
but in the course of 10 ?6 a new and more formidable rising 
broke out, and in a short time the political situation was com- 
pletely transformed. 

'The Saxons and Suabians broke into open revolt, and 
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Henry was obliged to bow to the storm. The accounts given 
by the historians differ in detail, but they agree in some of 
the most important parts. Henry was compelled to make his 
submission to Gregory, and the princes determined that if he 
were not absolved within a year he would cease to bo King, 
and they invited the Pope 1 o come to Germany to put an end 
to the conflict. 1 Henry’s letter to Gregory VII. and to the 
German Princes declaring his submission are expressed in the 
most explicit terms. 2 

Henry accepted the terms proposed by the revolting princes, 
and retired to Spires, but seeing the great importance of being 
absolved before the anniversary of his excommunication, deter- 
mined to set out. for Italy, to present himself before Gregory 
and to obatin absolution. Gregory at the same time had set 
out from Rome on his journey to Germany, and had reached 
Oanossa when Henry arrived. We need not relate the story of 
Henry standing barefoot before the gate of Canossa, but the 
conditions of his absolution are of the highest importance. 
The Register of Gregory VII. contains what professes to be 
a record of the promises which Henry made on 28th January 
1077. In this Henry undertook, with reference to the 
complaints which had been brought against him by the arch- 
bishops and bishops and other princes of the German kingdom, 
either to do justice according to the judgment of the Pope, or 
to make peace according to his counsel, within the term which 
the Pope should appoint, unless he or the Pope should be pre- 
vented by a “ certum impodimentum.” The account given by 
Lambert of the conditions of absolution is of little historical 
value, but is important as illustrating the standpoint of some 
of Henry’s enemies. Henry is represented as promising that 
he would appear on a day and at a place to bo appointed 
by the Pope, at a council of the German princes, and would then 
reply to the charges brought against him ; that the Pope should, 
if it seemed well, act as judge, and that Henry should, accord- 
ing to his sentence, either retain the kingdom, if he were able 
to purge himself of the charges brought against him, or should 

1 Berthold, ‘ Annales,’ a, 1076. ‘ De Bello Saxonieo,’ 08. 

Cf. Lambert, ‘Annales,’ 1076; Bruno, ‘ ‘Mon. Bambergenaa,’ pp. 110, 111. 
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lose it if the crimes were proved, and he were declared un- 
worthy, according to the ecclesiastical laws, of the regal dignity. 
If he were confirmed in the kingdom, he promised that he 
would be subject and obedient to the Pope, and would man- 
fully help him in correcting those evil customs which had long 
existed in the kingdom contrary to the ecclesiastical laws. If 
Henry did not fulfil these promises, the absolution was to 
be void, and the princes would be entitled to elect another 
king. 1 

It is evident that Lambert’s account not only contains more 
detail, but that it is more strongly expressed ; the substance, 
however, is not very different , for in the document contained in 
the Begister, Henry promises to submit to his judgment or to 
follow his counsel. We must compare the statement of the cir- 
cumstances, contained in the letter which Gregory sent to the 
German princes announcing Henry’s submission and the fact that 
he had absolved him from the sentence of excommunication.® 

Henry’s submission at’ Canossa was apparently complete, but 
the whole situation only became more complex. Gregory VII. 
says explicitly in the declaration of the excommunication of 
Henry in 1080, that while he had absolved Henry at Canossa, 
he had not restored him to the kingdom, and that his action 


1 Gregory VII., ‘ Registrum,’ iv. 12, 
a : “ Ego HenricuH rox do inurniura- 
tione et dissensiono, quant nunc habent 
contra me archiepiscopi et epiacopi, 
duces comites ceteriquo priucipes rogni 
Teutonicorum ot alii, qui oos in eadem 
dissensionis causa sequuntur, infra 
terminum, quem domnus papa Gre- 
gorius constituent, aut iustitiam 
secundum iudicium eius aut con- 
cordiam secundum consilium eius 
faciam ; nisi certum impedimentum 
mihi vel sibi obstiterit ; quo trans- 
acto, ad peragondum idem paratus 
ero.” • 

Lambert, ‘Annales,' a. 1077: “ ut 
die et loco, qusmeunque papa desig- 
nasaet, evocatis ad generoie con- 
silium Teutonicis principibus prtesto 
esset, et accuaationibus qua* intende- 

VOL. IV. 


rontur responderet, ipso papa, si ita 
expedire viueretur, cognitore causorum 
assidente, ot ad oius sententiam vel 
reliuorot rognum, si obieota purgasset, 
vel atquo animo amitteret ; si probatis 
criminibus regio deincepu lionore in- 
diguus iuxta ecclesiasticas leges decer- 
neretur ; nullam, sive retento sive 
oiuisso regno, huius iuiurite vindiotam 
a quopiam hominum in perpetuum 
exacturus . . . quod si, purgatis qutB 
obicerentur, potens confortatusque in 
regno perstitisset, subditus Romano 
pontitici semper dictoque obteraperans 
foret, et ad corrigenda quseounque in 
regno eius contra ecclesiasticas leges 
prava consuetudino inolevissent, con- 
sontiens ei et pro virili portions co- 
operator existeret.” 

a Gregory Vll., * Registrum,’ iv. 12. 

N 
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was determined by his desire for justice or peace between 
him and the bishops and princes who had been in revolt. It 
was these bishops and princes who, hearing that Henry was 
not keeping the promises which he had made to Gregory, and 
despairing of him, elected Eudolph as king without consulting 
him (“ sine meo consilio vobis testibus, elegerunt sibi Bodulfum 
ducem in regem ’’j. 1 * He reasserts ibis emphatically in a letter 
which is undated, but is thought to have been written between 
1081 and 1084.® 

It seems therefore clear that the action of the German 
princes who elected Eudolph at Forcheim in March 1077 was 
taken without the advice ofi^ho Pope, and it soon became clear 
that Germany was completely divided, and that the election 
of Eudolph was only accepted by a section of, the nation. 
Towards the end of May in the same year (1077) we find 
Gregory addressing a letter to the faithful in Germany, in 
which he says that both the kings had asked the help of the 
Boman See, and that he desired to go to Germany, and with 
their consent, to decide the dispute, and to render his help to 
that one that of the two whose cause should appear to be just. 
If either of the kings wero to refuse him the necessary safe- 
conduct, he should be excommunicated, and he cites the words 
of Gregory the Great, that those kings who acted against the 
command of the Apostolic See were to lose their dignity, and 
repeats the words which he had used in his letter to Hermann 
of Metz, that if the See of Peter judges spiritual matters, much 
more could it judge earthly and secular matters. He concludes 
by assuring them that he had made no promise to either king 
that he would do anything except that which was in accord- 
ance with justice. 3 


1 Id. id., vii. 14, a. Cf. p. 201. 

* Id. id., viii. 51. 

* Id. id., iv. 24 : “ Gregorius opis- 
eopua servus servorum Dei diloctis 
in Christo fratnbus archicpisropis 
episcopis ducibus comitibus et uni- 
versis Christi fidelibus, clericis et 
laicis, tarn maioribus quam minori- 
bus, in regno Toutonicorum conaisten- 


tibus, salutem et apostolioam bene- 
dictioncm. . . . Uterque namque rex 
a nobis immo ab apoetolica sede, cui 
licet ii&ligni prtesidemus, adiutorium 
roquirit. Et nos, de misericordia omni- 
potentis Dei ot adiutorio beati Petri 
confldontes, parati sumus : cum vestro 
consilio, qui Deum timetis et christi- 
anam fidem diligitis, aequitatem causes 
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Gregory’s letter of instrnction to his legates of the same 
date sets out the same principles, but in more detail. They 
are to demand of both the kings safe-conduct for him to 
Germany, for he desires to consider the case between them with 
the counsel of the German clergy and laity who fear God, and 
to declare to which party justice belonged. They know that it is 
the duty of the Apostolic See to decide the graver affairs of 
the Church, and this matter is so weighty and dangerous that 
if he were to neglect it, the whole Church would suffer the 
most grievous injury. If, therefore, either of the kings were 
to resist his purpose and their mission, they were to deprive 
him of the kingdom, and to cut-off him and his supporters 
from the communion of the Church, and they were to call 
together a council of the clergy and laity to confirm him who 
obeyed Gregory’s command in the kingdom, and to enjoin upon 
all, both clergy and laity, that they should faithfully serve 
him . 1 


utrimque decemere j et ei prirboro 
auxilium, cui iustitia ad regni gubsrna- 
cula favere dinoscitur. ... Si onim 
ccelestia et spirituolia sedes beati Tetri 
solvit ot iudicat, quanto magis torrona 
et aecularia. . . . et tamen neutri 
prtedictorum regum, neque terrore 
neque amore flexi, aliquod contra 
iustitiam adiutorium promisiinus.” 

1 Id. id., iv. 23 : “ Bernardo eo- 

clesieo Romance diacono, et Bernardo 
Abbate Uaasiliensi. . . . monemus 
vos et ex parte Petri pr&'oipi- 
mus ut. . . . utrumque regem, 

Heinricum videlicet atque Rodulfum, 
oommonetis : quatenus viam nobis 
illuc [t.e., to Germany] secure trans- 
eundi aperiant et adiutorium atque 
ducatum per tales personas, de quibus 
vos bene oonfiditis, prsebeant^ ut iter 
nobis Christo protegente pa teat. De- 
sideramus enim cum consilio olerico- 
rum atque laicorum eiusdem regni, 
qui Deum timent et diligunt, causam 
inter eos Deo favente diseutere et, 
cuius parti magis ad regni guberoacula 


iustitia favet, demonstrare. Soitis 
enim, quia nostri officii ot apostolical 
sedis ost providential, maiora eoelesi- 
arum negocia diseutere, ot dictonte 
iustitia diffiniro. Hoc autem, quod 
inter eos agitur, negocium tantoi 
gravitatis est tantique periculi, ut, 
si a nobis fuerit aliqua occasions 
neglectum, non solum illis et nobis 
sed etiam universali ecclesice magnum 
et lamentabile pariat detrimentum. 
Quapropter, si alteruter prcedictorum 
rogum huic nostrm voluntati ao do- 
liberationi parere et ad vestra monita 
locum dare renuerit, suamque euper- 
biam atque cupiditatis faces contra 
honorem Dei omnipotentis accendenb, 
ad desolationem totius Romani imperii 
anhelare temptaverit, omnibus modia 
omnique ingenio usque ad mortem, 
si oportet, nostra vioe immo beati 
Petri auotoritate ei resistite : et, 
totius regni gubernacula contradi- 
cendo, tom ilium quam omnes aibi 
oonsentientea a partioipatione corporis 
et sanguinis domini nostri Iesu Christi 
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In the Register of Gregory VII. we have several documents 
which indicate the development of the situation in the year 
1078. The “ Acta ” of a Council held at Rome from February 
27 to March 3 report that it was determined that, in view of 
the dangei caused to the Church by the grave dissensions in 
Germany, legates should be sent to hold a council of all re- 
ligious men, lay and clerical, with whose help they might either 
bring about peace or might learn to which side justice be- 
longed, aud give to it ilie help of the Apostolic authority. 1 
A letter by Gregory, addressed to the Germans of all ranks, 
announces the decision of the Council, and urges them all to 
strive for peace. 2 On July 1 Gregory wrote again to all 
clergy and laity in Germany, telling them of the Council which 
was to be held in Germany in the presence of his legates to 
decide between llenry and Rudolph. 3 

In February 1079 the envoys both of Henry and Rudolph 
appeared at a Council in Rome, and the Register contains the 
undertakings which they made for their masters. The envoys 
of Henry swore that before Ascension Day, unless hindered by 


et a liminibus aanct.-o eccloai® separate ; 
illud semper habentes in meraoria, 
quia aoelus idolatries incurrit, qui 
apostolic® eedi oboe dire oontemnit, 
et quod beatus Gregorius doctor 
eanctuH et humillimuH docrovit, roges 
a uua dignitate cadore, si tomorario 
ausu proesumerent contra apostolic® 
aedia iusaa venire. Alteri autem, qui 
nostra iuaaioni humiliter paruerit et 
obendientiam univoraali matri, uicut 
deoet chriatiauuro ragom, exhibuerit, 
eonvocato concilio omniiun clericorum 
et laicorum, quos advocuro poteritis, 
consilium et adiutorium in omnibus 
prabete ; et eum in regia dignil ate per 
auctoritatem beatorum apost.olorum 
Petri et Pauli nostra vice eonfirmato ; 
omnibuaque episcopia abbatibuH clericia 
ac laicis in omni regno habit anti 1>uh, ut 
sibi fideliter, sicut oportet regi, obte di- 
ant et desorviant, ex parte omnipo- 
tent® Dei priecipite.” 


1 Id. id., v. 14, a. : “ Et quoniam 
lie et porturbatio regni in maxi- 
mum sanet® ecclosi® poriculum et 
detrimontum cotidie rodundaro cor- 
nimus, placet nobis elaborare pro 
viribus : . . . quatenus idonei tarn re- 
ligiono quam etiam scientia pollentes 
nuucii o latere apostolic® sedis ad partes 
illas mittantur, qui omnes religiosos et 
iustiti® omatores in Teutonicis regni 
partibus commorantes, clericalis et 
laiualis ordiuis viros et ad boo 
opus idoneos, convocent ; cum quibus, 
Domini gratia pr®uute, aut finem et 
pacem iuste compouant aut, veritato 
porcoguita, cui parti magis iustitia 
faveat, ad plenum addiscere valeant ; 
quai inu« pars iniusta resipisoat, et, 
apostolica auctoritate munita, ius- 
titia vigoris et auctoritatis robur 
optineat.’’ 

4 Id., v. 15. 

* Id., vi. 1. 
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lawful cause, they would come to conduct the papal legates 
to Germany, and that Henry would obey in all things accord- 
ing to justice and their judgment. The envoys of Rudolph 
swore that if the Council was held in Germany, according to 
the Pope’s injunction, Rudolph would attend himself, or by 
his bishops and other faithful men, and that he would be pre- 
pared to accept the judgment of the Roman Church with 
regard to the kingdom ; that he would put no obstacle in the 
way of the meeting of the council, and would do what he 
could to enable the papal legates to attend . 1 

The Council accordingly resolved to send legates to Germany 
who should call together an assembly both of the clergy and 
laity, which should either make peace or declare the canonical 
judgment upon those who were the cause of strife, aDd de- 
clared that any person obstructing the work of the legates, or 
making war while the. negotiations were being conducted, should 
be excommunicated . 2 


1 Id. id., vi. 17, a. : “ Acta synodi 
Romans- [Fob. 11, 1079]. Saoramon- 
tum mmciorum Heinrici rogis.” 
“ Logati domini moi rogis ad vos 
venient infra terminum asconsioniB 
Domini — exceptin logitimis soniis, id 
©fit : morte vel gravi infirmitute vol cap- 
tion© absque dolo — qui legates. Romans- 
nedifi secure ducent ol roducont. Et 
domnufi rex obiediens erit illiH in 
omnibus secundum iuatitiam et iudi- 
cium illorum. Et lia-o omnia obser- 
vabit absque dolo, nisi quunUuu ox 
iussiouo vestra’ remanserit. Et liaeu 
iuro ex prseeepto domini mei regia 
Heinrioi.” 

“ Item iusiurandum nunoiorum 
Rodulfi regis, itidemque Rodulfi, quod 
sequitur.” “ Si colloquium cx vostro 
priecopto const itutum fuerit in par- 
tibus Teutonicis, loco et f tompore 
a vobis definite ante pra-sentiam 
vestram vel legatorum vestrorum, 
dominus nostcr rex Rodulfus vel ipso 
veniot vel opiscopos et fideles suos 
mittot ; paratusque erit, iudicium. 


quod saneta Romans erclesia decre- 
vont do rausa regni, subire ; nulloque 
malo mgenio convent um a vobis sive 
legatis vestris ronstitutum iropediet ; 
ot postquam c-ortum indo vestrum 
nuncium vidobit do pace in regno 
constituenda et confirmanda, studebit, 
ut logatio vostra provoniro ad parom 
rogni et concordiam possit. Hcbo 
omnia observabuntur, nisi quantum 
cx vestra corto licentia remanserit 
vol ox impedimento logitimo, scilicet 
morte vol gravi infirmitate vol captione 
sino dolo." 

a Id., * Epistolaj Collects?, ’ 25 : 

“ Quoniam ox lito ot dissonsione, qua? 
turn diu inter vos sunt, maximum in 
Sanuta occlosia periculum, maximum 
undique inter vos detrimentum fieri 
cottidie cognoscimus, idcirco visum ost 
nobis, visum est ot fratribus nostris in 
concilio congregatis, summo desidorio 
a-stuaro, summa opo olaborare pro 
vu-ibus, quatenus idonoi legati tarn 
religions quazn scientia pollentes e 
latere apostolicss Bedis ad partes ves- 
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It is to this decision that Gregory refers, in a letter of the 
same month addressed to Budolph of Suabia. He assures him 
that, though he had been constantly solicited by the envoys 
of Henry IV. to espouse his cause, he was firmly resolved to 
discover and to maintain that which was just. In another 
letter to Budolph and the bishops and princes of his party, 
he exhorts them to stand fast for the truth of religion and 
for their own liberty ; but he refers them to his legates 
and letters for an account of the measures which had been 
taken in the Council at Borne for the establishment of peace 
in the German kingdom . 1 The second of these letters is not 


Iras mitterentur ; qui roligiosOB epis- 
copoe, laicob otiam paois ot iustitia' 
amatoroB, in partibua veatris com- 
morantea,' ad hoc opua idoneos con- 
gregaront : qui, Domini gratia pra'- 
ountfl, die et loco eb illiu utatuto turn 
ipai quam, quos ipaia adhuc iungoro 
dobemua, aut pacom componant, aut, 
veritato pra-cognita buper illos, qui 
sunt tanti disaidii cauKa, canonicam 
renauram exorceant. Verum quouiam 
nonnulloB, iliabolieo inatinctu con- 
fectos et iniquitatia sua 1 facibua igni- 
toa cupiditateque inductoa, discordiam 
potius quam pacem fieri et vidore 
doaiderantes fore non ignoramus, 
statuimue in liac aynodo ad hanc 
eamdetn formam, sicut et in prtc- 
terita : ut nulla umquam persona 
alicuius potentia' vel dignitatis, sive 
magna sive parva, sivo princepa sive 
subiectuB, aliqua praesumptione prte- 
sumat legal is noatris obsistere, et 
poetquam ad vos pervenerint, do com- 
ponenda pace contraire, nec postea 
contra interdictum illorum altor in 
alterum audeat insurgore ; Bed usque 
ad diem ab illis statutum firmam 
pacem omnes sine ulia occasiono ot 
fraude obaervent. Quicumquo autem 
hsec noetra statuta ulla pnesuinptione 
violaro temptaverit, anathematia eum 
vinculo ligamus et non aolum in 
spiritu verum etiam in oorpore et in 


omni prosporilate huius vita; apostolica 
Buctoritato iunodamus et victoriam eia 
in armia auferimus ; ut aio saltern 
conf undantur ot duplici contritions 
conterantur.” W. Mortens, ‘ Gregory 
VII.,’ vol. i. p. 180, maintains tliat this 
letter belongs to tlio autumn of 1078. 

1 Gregory VII., ‘ Epistola? Collects’,’ 
26 : “ Quod rognum Theutonicorum, 

hactenus inter omnia mundi regna 
nobilissimum, iam video incendiis 
cicdibus ot rapinis dovastari confundi 
et anuuUari, quam magnus exinde 
eordi meo dolor insideat, quam oon- 
tinuua in visceribua meia me gemitus 
afiiciat, testis est ill© solus, qui omnium 
hominum corda scrutatur et probat. 
Defcruntur enim michi iam seepius 
legationeB Heinrici, cum per proprios 
nuntios turn per cognates et aliarum 
t or r arum principea et affinea, modo 
omnem obcedientiam promittendo, mo- 
do per varia ingenia sollicitando j id a 
me Bummo conamine cupientea efficere, 
quo me ad votum suum puis parti bus 
valeant inclinare. Verum quia hino 
inde et Rornana gra vitas et apostolica 
mansuotudo me per mediam iustitia; 
viam intjedere cogit, omnibus quibus 
possum modis hoc oportet intendere, 
quomodo veram a falsa iustitiam, per 
fectam a ficta oboedientiam iudicio 
sancti Spiritus valeam discernere et 
rato ordine ad finem usque perducere. 
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easy to reconcile with Gregory’s protestation of impartial- 
ity . 1 Two letters written at the beginning of October in 
the same year seem to illustrate very clearly the position of 
Gregory. One is addressed to his legates in Germany, and 
says that he had received complaints that they were not 
carrying out his instructions ; and, though he gave no credence 
to these complaints, he warns them of the need of the utmoBt 
caution, that they might give no grounds of suspicion that 
they favoured one party more than another, for he was 
determined to follow no other end than that of justice. It 
is very significant that he strictly forbids them to declare any 
judgment upon the archbishops gr bishops who were charged 
with having received lay investiture, and that they were 
to let him know at once if the king (Henry IV.) came to 
an agreement with them about summoning a meeting for 
the restoration of peace in the kingdom . 2 The other is 


Haic vero ot olio, si propitio I)eo ad vos 
earn pervoniunt, Jegati moi rmiliua quam 
bao litter® viva voce tostificabuntur 
et docebunt.” ^ 

Gregory VII., ‘ Epistol® Collect®, ' 
27 : “ Cum Veritas ipsa dirat : om- 
nium, qui propter iustitiam persecu- 
tionem patiuntur, rognum esse coel- 
orum, et apostolus clamoat, nomiuem, 
nisi qui legitime certavoril, posse 
coronari. nolito, filii me i, in hoc, qui 
vos iam multo tompore oxagitat, 
bellico furore deScore ; nolite per 
ullius fallontia person® mendacia de 
nostro fideli adiutorio dubitaro. Sed 
magis magisque, pro tuonda voritate 
ecclesiastica, pro defendenda vestr® 
nobilitatis libertate, labori iam citius 
fini endo incumbite, ot ex advorso as- 
oendendo vos et corpora veslra quasi 
murum pro domo Israel opponere 
satagito. Quid iam in duabus sinodi 
nostr® eonventionibus de refo Rodulfo 
et de Heinrio statutum quidque ibi 
de pace et concoxdia regni etiam iura- 
mentis ait diffinitum, per nostras 
litteras et per vestros legates, nisi 


forte, capti sint, apertissime potestis 
agnoscere. Et si quid adliuc reman, 
sorit, per episcopos Motensem et Pata- 
vionsom et abbatem Augiensem, qui 
nobiscum finem rei prmstolando moran- 
tur, cum ad vos ipsi pervenerint, quasi 
in promptu liabetis audire. Postremo 
hoc vos ignorare nolumus, quia omni 
qua oportet instantia, cum orationis 
nostr® assiduitate turn officii nostri 
graviter et prospiciendo consulere et 
consulendo prospicere vestr® necossi- 
tati non dubitamus.” 

1 Mr Z. Brooke of Caius Collego, 
Cambridge, tells me that he has some 
doubts about the date of this letter. 

' Grogory VII., ‘ Epistol® Collect®,' 
31 : “ Sunt multi, quibus tamen 

non credimus, qui de legatione vestra 
murmuraro incipiunt, suspioantes, 
vos aliter velle incedere, quam 
a nobis prajeeptum est ; et alterum 
vestrum nimiB simpliciter, alterum 
vero non adeo simpliciter aoturum 
esse, causantur. Quapropter diligen- 
tissima circumspectione cavendum est 
vobis, ut utramque suspitionem possitis 
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addressed to the faithful in Germany. He had heard, he 
says, complaints that he had behaved “ eeculari levitate,” but 
he assures them that no one had suffered more than himself. 
Almost all the lay people were on the side of Henry IV., and 
accused him of harshness and want of “ pictas ” towards him. 
He had hitherto resisted this pressure, and had not, except 
so far as equity and justice demanded, inclined to either 
side. If his legates had done otherwise he was grieved ; but 
they had done this only under violent coercion, or had been 
deceived. 1 

It was in March 1080 that the breach between Gregory 
YU. and Henry IY. was completed, and that Gregory again 
excommunicated and deposed Henry and acknowledged Eudolph 


extinguere? Quod ita facile rum Doi 
adiutorio proveniot, si prsecepta nostra 
ante mentis oetilos semper toneatis, ft 
niohil aliud pr.-esumatis ottlcore, nisi 
quod nos vobis noscimur non modo 
nudis verbis vorum otiam litteris in- 
ruicando mandassp. 

Volumus autem : ut do causa rogum 
vel regni, sive otiam de Trovironsi vel 
Coloniensi ot Augustonai olectis, vel 
do omnibus istis, qui investituram per 
manum laic.ain arreporunt. nullum 
preesumalia exorcoro iudioium ; aiiin- 
m unique vobia atudiuiu sit, si rex 
adquioverit vobia do atatuondo oollo- 
quio et pace firmanda in regno at de 
roatituendia epiaropia in aedibus suis, 
ot hec eadem cito ad nos aut per vos 
ipsos aut per cerloa legatoa annunoiare ; 
ut tot el tales personas possimus illuo 
ad oonstitutum tompus dirigero, qui 
ad tantum negorimn determinandum 
valeant una vobisum I)eo auxiliante 
aufficere. 

Interim vero ai vos utriquo parti 
communes et ab omni suapicionis novo, 
quantum in vobis ost, cum divinte 
gratis? adiutorio exibete immunea, ut 
iuatitie semper et nullo modo parti - 
bus faveatis, sicut habetis formam 
noetram ; qui videlicet, postquam iudi- 


cium tanti huius negotii in mum 
boati Potri commissum eat, niebil 
aliud vobU teatibua intendimus, nisi 
ut per iustitiuu semiton inoedamua. 
Ad nullam partem uinoeritatem apos- 
tolira' diacrotionis infleximua, nullis 
promissionibus aut terroribua cessi- 
IUUK ; noc aliud umquam Deo prot 6- 
gente ucturos nos esse r.onfidimua.” 

1 Gregory VII., ‘ Kpistola- Colloctfr,’ 
vii. 3 : “ Porvonit ad nos, quod 

quidain ex vobis do me dubitent, 
tamquam — m instnnti modo nocessi- 
tato — usus sim anciUari levitate. Qua 
certe in cauaa nullus vestrum, prater 
instantiam praoionim, maiores mo et 
patitur nngustias ot sufiort iniuriaa. 
Quotquot enim laioi sunt, omnea 
rausam Hoinrici praetor admodum 
paucos laudant oc defondunt, ot perni- 
mi.T duritise ne impietatis circa oum 
mo redarguunt. Quibus Dei gratia 
omnibus sir; rostitimus hactenus, ut 
in noutrum adliuc partem, niBi secun- 
dum iubtitiam et aiquitatom, Becundum 
nostrum f intellectum doclinaremus. 
Nam si legati nostri aliquid contra, 
quod illis impoauimua, egerunt, dole* 
mus. Quod ip»i tamen, siout com* 
porimus, turn violenter ooacti turn 
dolo decepti, fecerunt,” 
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as king. Gregory announced tins in a declaration to a Council 
at Borne, in which he sums up the events and his own actions 
since Canossa^'He declared that while he had absolved Henry 
at Canossa, he had not restored him to the kingdom, but was 
resolved to do justice or to make peace between him and those 
who had revolted against him. The election of Budolph was 
carried out without his advice, but he had resisted the prayers 
of Henry that he should help him against Budolph. Finally, 
both kings had asked him to do justice, and he had decreed 
that a meeting should be held in Germany to make peace or 
to determine to which party justice belonged ; and because 
he knew that the party which w$>s in the wrong would try 
to hinder this meeting, ho had exco mmuni cated any one who 
attempted this. Henry and his supporters had prevented the 
meeting, and therefore, trusting in the judgment and 'mercy 
of God and the Blessed Virgin, he now excommunicated him 
and them, and in the name of God and the Council deposed 
Henry from the kingdoms of Germany and Italy, forbade all 
Christian men to obey him, and absolved them from the oath 
of obedience which they had taken or might in the future 
take. He solemnly granted that Budolph should reign in tkq 
German kingdom to which the Germans had elected him } ' 
and to all those who should faithfully obey him he gave 
absolution from their sins and the blessing of the Council 
in this life and the next. Finally, he exhorted the members 
of the Council to act so that all the world might know 
that, as they had power to bind and loose in heaven, so 
also they could take away and grant kingdoms, principal- 
ities, and all other possessions of men, according to men’s 
merits. Let the kin g s and princes of the world learn how 
great was their power, and fear to disobey the command 
of their Church . 1 

1 Gregory VII., ‘ Epistolor Collects 1 ,’ sibi sorvaretur, prirccpi. Et heeo ideo 
vn. 14, a.: “Aola coucilii K<*naui ” detinui, ut inter euro et episcopos vel 
...” non taroen in regno, a quo prineipes ultraroontanos, qui ei causa 
euro in Roroana synodo depot. uenun, iussionis vestra' eeoles is 1 restiterant, 
instauravi ; nec Sdelitatero omnium, iustitiaro facorem vel pacem eompon- 
qui sibi iuraverant vel erant iuraturi, a erem : eicut ipse Heinricns iuraroento 
qua omnes absolvi in eadem synodo, ut per duosepiseopoB miebi promisit. Prte- 
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It is very important to observe the principles represented 
in this statement. First, Gregory claims that he had authority 
to excommunicate and depose Henry for hindering the meet- 


dicti autem episoopi et principes \iltra- 
montani ; audientes, ilium non servare 
mi hi quod promiaerat, quasi desperati 
do eo, sino meo consilio vobis test] bus, 
elegerunt aibi Rodulfum ducem in 
regem. Qui rex Rodulfus foetinanter 
ad me misao nuncio indicavit. : se co- 
actum rogni gubornacula suseopisne 
lamen ; sese paratmn michi omnibus 
modis oboedire. . . . Iutcrca HoAiri- 
cus cepit me precari, ut ilium contra 
prediulum Rodulfum adiuvurcm. Cui 
respond j: mo libonter faeore, audita 
utri usque parlib rationo, ut scirom, 
cui iustitia magis favcret. Ille voro 
putana «uis virihuB eum posso de- 
vincoro, meant contempsit responsi- 
onem. Fostquam autem porsensit, ao 
non poBne bieut speravit agero, duo 
epiacopi, Vordunenaia acilicet ot Owen- 
burgenaia, de couuentaneia buj's, Romam 
venerunt et in aynodo ex parte Heinrioi 
me, ut ei iustitiam faeorem, rogaverunt. 
Quod et nuncii Rodulfl fieri laudave- 
runt. Tandem, aapirante Deo aicut 
credo, statui in eadem aynodo : in 
partibua ultromontania fieri colloquium, 
ut ilhc aut pax statuoretur aut, cui 
amplius iustitia faveret, cognoacorotur. 
Ego enim, eicut vos mihi testes estis 
putrea et domini, uaque hodie null am 
partem diaposui adiuvare nisi earn, cui 
plus iustitia faveret . Et quia putabam, 
quod iniustior pars colloquium nollot 
fieri, ubi iustitia auum locum Hervarot, 
excommuni ca vi et anathemate alligavi 
omnes personas sivo rugis sive ducis aut 
episcopi seu alicuius hominis, qui col- 
loquium aliquo ingcnio impediret, ut 
non fieret. Fredictus autom Hoin- 
ricus cum suis fautoribus, non timens 
periculum inobcedientue quod est 
scelus idolatries, colloquium impedi- 


ondo excommunioationem incurrit, et 
se ipsum anathemntis vinculo alligavit, 
magnumque multitudinem christian- 
orum morti tradi et ecclesias feoit 
dissipari, et totum pane Teutonicorum 
regnttm desolationi dedit. Quapropter 
oonlidens de iudicio et miserioordia 
Doi ei usque piissimo matris semper 
Virginia Marne, fultus vestra auctori- 
tate, scope nominatum Hoinricum, 
quom regom dicunt, omnesque fautores 
eius oxcommunicationi subicio et ana- 
thematis vinculis alligo. Et iterum 
rognum Teutonicorum ot Italias ex 
parte omnipotonlis Dei et vestra intor- 
dicons ei, omnem potestatem et digni- 
tatem illi regiam tollo ; et, ut nullus 
christianorum ei sicut regi obcediat, 
interdico ; omnCBque, qui oi iuraverunt 
vol iurabmit de regni dominatione, a 
iuramenti promissione absolvo. Ipse 
autem Heinricus cum suis fautoribus 
in omni congressione belli nullaa vires 
nullamque in vita sua victorium opti- 
neat. Ut autem RodulfuB regnum 
Teutonicoriun rogat ot defendat, quern 
Teutonici elegerunt sibi in regem, ad 
vestram fidelitatem ex parte vestra 
dono largior et concedo ; omnibus sibi 
fideliter adhrerentibus absolutionem 
omnium peccatorum vestramque bene- 
diotionem in hac vita et in futura, 
vestra fretus fiducia, largior. Sicut 
euim Heinricus pro sua superbia in- 
obosdientia ot falsitate a regni digni- 
tate iuste abicitur, ita Rodulfo pro 
sua humilitate obcedientia et veritate 
potestas et dignitas regni conceditur. 

AgiQ nunc quaiso, patres et prin- 
cipes sanctissimi, ut omnis mundus in- 
telligat et eognoscat quia, si po testis 
in ccbIo ligare et solvere, potestis in 
terra imperia regna prinoipatus ducatus 
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ing to which he had promised to submit the question 
between him and Budolph. Secondly, he claims authority to 
sanction the appointment of Budolph to the German kingdom ; 
but it must be observed that he is careful to Bay that the 
Germans had elected him. Third, he associates the Council 
in Borne with himself in this action. Fourth, he urges upon 
the Council that they should make it clear that they have 
authority to grant and to take away all political authority 
in accordance with men’s deserts. These claims represent a 
considerable advance upon those which Gregory had made in 
1076 : ho had then excommunicated Henry for a definite 
and deliberate revolt against the,. Church, for presuming to 
judge and depose the Pope ; he now excommunicated and 
deposed Henry for refusing to accept the authority of the Pope 
in the determination of the political affairs of GermaAy. It 
must, however, be borne in mind that, as we have seen, and 
as Gregory is careful to recall, both parties in Germany had 
appealed to him to judge between them, and had sworn 
to accept his decision. The last clauses of Gregory’s 
declaration, however, it must be noted, set out in very 
large and sweeping terms the claim that the Church 
has a general power to give and to withdraw political 
authority. 

The action of Gregory was followed almost at once by 
Henry, who summoned a Council at Brixen which decreed the 
deposition of Hildebrand from the papal throne. They justified 
this action by the allegation that his election had been secured 
by violence, and in contempt of the decree of Pope Nicholas, 


marohias comitatus ot omnium homi- 
num poasessionea pro moritis tolloro 
unicuiquo ot coneedere. Von enim 
patriarchatua primatuh archiepiscopat ua 
frequentor tulintis pravis ot indignia, 
et religiosis viria dediatia. Si enim 
apiritualia iudicatis, quid do saaoulari- 
bus vos poase credendum eat I Et ai 
angeloa, dominantes omnibus auperbia 
principibus, iudioabitis, quid do Ulorum 


serviB facoro poteatie I Addiacant nunc 
regos ot omnes aeeculi principes, quanti 
vos satis, quid poteatja ; et timeant 
parvi ponders iussionem eccieaiffi vos- 
tro). Et in prtcdicto Heinrico tam 
cito iudicium voatrum erercete, ut 
omnes aciant, quia non fortuitu sod 
vestra potostate cadet. Confundetur ; 
utinam ad pcenitentiam, ut epiritus 
ait ealvus in die Domini.” 
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which required the assent of the emperor, and by the charge 
that he had subverted all the order of the Church and the 
peace of Empire. They then elected Guibert, the Archbishop 
of Ravenna, as Pope. 1 

In February 1081, in a Council at Rome, Gregory renewed 
the excommunication of Henry and Ills supporters, and in 
March he set out in another letter addressed to Hermann, 
the Bishop of Metz, a detailed justification of his action. In 
this letter he goes over again much of the ground which 
ho had already traversed in his letter to Hermann of August 
1076 ; but the principles are more fully drawn out and 


1 M. G. H., Legum, Sept. IV., ‘ Con- 
stitution^,’ vol. i., No. 70 : “ Hie 

denique sepe dictuu jjestifer ipsa norte, 
qua funus Alexandri papsp in basilica 
Salvatoris exequiarum officio fovebatur, 
portas KomaniB urbia ot pontes, turres 
ac triuniphales arcus armat orum cuncia 
munivit, LateranonHe palatium militia 
comparata hostilitcr occupant, clcrum 
ne audcrct contradicore, cum nullus 
oum vellot oligere, gladiis safellituni 
evaginatis mortem minando perterruit, 
ot prius diu obscasam assiliit oatho- 
drara, quom corpus dofuncti obtinorot 
tumbam. Dum vero quidam ox ipsis 
decretum Nicolai papa 1 a centum viginti 
quinquo episcopis sub anathemato pro- 
mulgatum, eodem Uildebrando laud- 
ante, ad momoriam silii vollent ro- 
ducere : * quod si quis sine asaonnu 

Romani principis papari prtcHumerel , 
non papa sod apostata ab omnibus 
haberetur,’ negavit so regem uspiain 
scire, et se posse assnruit sentenciam 
priedeoessorum vacuum iudicare. Quid 
plura ? Non solum quidem Roma sed 
ipse Romanus orbis testatur, ilium non 
a Deo fuisse electum, sed a se ipso vi, 
fraude, pecunia impudentissime ob- 
iectum. Cuius fructus patefaciunt 
radicem, cuius opera manifest ant in- 
tentionem : qui ecclesiasticum aubvertit 


ordinem, qui christiani imperii per- 
1 urbavit regimen, qui regi catholico ac 
pacifico corporis et animee intentat 
mortem, qui periurum et proditorem 
tlefendit regom, qui inter Concordes 
seminavit discordiam, inter pacificoa 
lites, inter fratrea scandala, divortia 
inter coniugcs et, quicquid quieti inter 
pie viventes stare videbatur, concussit. 
Quaproptcr, ut praelibatum ost, nos 
auctorc Doo eongregati in unum, legatis 
ac littoris freti decern et novem opis- 
coporum die sancto protoritj pente- 
costes Mogontiaj congrogatorum, eun- 
dom procadabimum Hildobrandum 
sacrilcgia ac incondia prtcdieantem, 
poriuria et homiddia defendentem, 
catholicoin atque apoatolicam fidem de 
corpore et Hanguino Domini in queg- 
tioneru ponontom, heretici Beringarii 
antiquum diacipulum, divinationum et 
sonmiorum cultorem manifeatum, ni- 
cromant.ium phytonico spiritu labor- 
antom ot idcirco a vera fide exorbitan- 
tem, iudicamus canonico deponendum 
et expellendum et, nisi ab ipsa sede his 
auditis descondcrit, in perpetuum con- 
dempnrfudum.” 

Cf. Ekkehard, ‘ Chronieon Univer- 
sale ’ ; and Bernold, * Chronieon,’ 
1080 A.D. 
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the conclusions more sharply stated. He begins by re- 
pudiating the contention that the Apostolic See could not 
excommunicate kings, and absolve their subjects from their 
allegiance, as being contrary to the authority of Scripture 
and the Fathers. He cites the words of our Lord giving 
to St Peter the power to bind and loose, both on earth 
and in heaven, and various passages from Gregory the Great 
and other writers, and asks how it can be maintained that 
he who has the power of opening and closing heaven has 
not the power of judging in the world. All earthly 
authority which has been created by man is subject to that 
authority which God Himself has created." In words which 
have often been quoted he urges the base and sinful origin 
of Becular authority : kings and princes derive their origin 
from men, who in pride, rapine, perfidy, and murder, and 
under the guidance of the devil, aspired in blind and in- 
tolerable presumption to make themselves the lords of their 
equals . 1 It cannot be doubted that the priests of Christ 
are the fathers and masters of all the faithful. He urges 
the example of the humility of Constantine, who at the 
Council of Nice sat below the humblest of the bishops, say- 
ing that he could pass no judgment upon them, but called 
them Gods, and said they were not subject to his judgment, 
but rather he to theirs ; and he cites the words of Gelasius, in 
which he declared that the greater burden belonged to the 
priests, for they would have to give account in the day of 
judgment even for kings. It was in virtue of such authorities 
that various Popes had excommunicated or deposed kings and 
emperors in former times ; and he mentions particularly the 
alleged deposition of the Emperor Arcadius by Pope Innocent 
I., the deposition of the last of the Merovingians by Pope 
Zacharias I., and the excommunication of Theodosius by St 
Ambrose. Finally, he urges that any good Christian should 
be reckoned as a king,, rat her than a wicked prince. There 
have been few kings who have been really religious, while 
St Peter has conferred upon his successors a perpetual 

1 For a full discussion of the significance of the phrase, cf. vol. iii. pp, 94-98. 



206 


CONFLICT OF PAPACY AND EMPIRE. 


[past m. 


sanctity. Those whom the Church calls to kingship or 
empire should be humble, should honour God, and administer 
justice . 1 


1 Gregory VII., ‘ Registrum,’ viii. 
21 : “ Quod autem postulasti, ie 

quasi nostris scriptis iuvari ac pra 1 - 
muniri contra illorum insaniam, qui 
nefando ore garriunt : auctoritatem 
Banctce et apostolic® sedis non pot- 
uisso regem Heinricum, hominom 
Christians legis contempt or em, ecele- 
aiarum videlicet et imperii dostruo 
torem atquo hereticorum auotorem 
et consentaneiun, excommunicare, «co 
quemquam a sacrament o tidclilatis 
eius absolvere, non adoo necessarium 
nobis videt ur ; cum hums rei tain 

i 

multa ac rertishima documents in 
snerarum pagina reprriantur. . . . 

Cui ergo aperiendi olaudendique cadi 
data potestas est, de torra iudicaro 
non licet! Absit. Kum rotinotis, quod 
ait beatissimus Paulus : ‘ NeBcitis, quia 
angelos iudicabimus I quanto znagis 
sircularia.’ Beatus quoque Gregorius 
papa regea a sua dignitate cadcre 
statuit, qui apostolic® sedis deereta 
violare prresumpserint, Bcribcna ad 
quendam senatorem abbatom his 
verbis : ‘ Si quis vero regum pacer - 

dotum iudicum atquo siecularium per- 
sonarum hanc constitutioniB nostra; 
paginam agnoscens, contra earn venire 
temptaverit, poteetatis honorisquo sui 
dignitate careat, roumque sc divino 
iudioio existere do perpetrata iniqui- 
tate cognoscat ; et nisi oa, qua ab illo 
sunt mala ablata, restituerit, vel dig- 
na pesnitentia illicito acta deilevorit, 
a sacratissimo corporo ac sanguine 
domini redemptoris lesu Cliristi 
alienus fiat atque in ®terno examine 
district® ultioni subiaceat.’ . . . 

Sed ut ad rem redeamus ; itave 
dignitas, a sssoularibus — etiam Deum 
ignorantibue — invents, non subicietur 
ei dignitati, quam omnipotentis Dei 
providentia ad honorem suum invenit 


mundo miscricorditor tribuit T cuius 
filiuB — Bicut deus et homo indubitanter 
creditur — ita summus sacerdos, capnt 
omnium sacordotum, ad dexteram 
Fatris sedens et pro nobis semper inter- 
pellans, liobetur ; qui sieculare regnum, 
unde filii ssoculi tument, despexit et 
ad sacordotium cnicis spontaneus venit. 
Quis nesoiat : reges et duces ab iis 
hahuisso principium, qui, Deum ignor- 
ant oh, nuperbia rapinis perfidia homi- 
cidiis, postremo universiH pene sceleri- 
bus, mundi principe diabolo videlicet 
agitante, super pares, scilicet homines, 
dominari caca cupidine et intolerabili 
pra-sumptione affeotaverunt. Qui vide- 
licet, dum sacerdotes Domini ad 
vestigia bub inclinare contendimt, cui 
rectius comparentur quam ei, qui est 
caput super omnes filios suporbi® T qui 
ipsum summura pontificom, sacerdotum 
caput, altiHsimi filium, temptans et 
omnia illi mundi regna promittens, ait : 

‘ Heco omnia tibi dabo, si procidens 
adoraveris me.’ Quis dubitet : sacer- 
dotes Christi regum et principum om- 
niumquo fidelium patres ot magistros 
conseri. Nonne miserabilis insani® 
osse cognoscitur : si filius patrem, dis- 
cipulus magistrate sibi conetur sub- 
iugare, et iniquis obligationibus ilium 
su® potestati subicero, a quo credit 
non solum in terra sed etiam in u cells 
se ligari posse et solvi. . . . 

Supra dicto quoque Anastasio im- 
peratori praalibatus papa Gelasius per- 
suadens, ne ille intimatam suis sensibus 
veritatem arbitraretur iniuriam, sub* 
intulit dicens. * Duo sunt quippe, 
imperat jr augustus, quibus principaliter 
mundus hie regitur, auctoritas sacrata 
pontificum et regalis potestas ; in 
quibus tanto gravius pondus est saeer- 
dotum, quanto etiam pro ipsis regibus 
hominum in divino reddituri sunt ox- 
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The final breach between Gregory VII. and Henry IV. had 
scarcely taken place, and Rudolph been formally recognised 
as king by Gregory, before a new situation waB created by 
the death of Rudolph trom wounds received at the battle 
of the Elster in October 1080. The standpoint of Gregory 
himself in view of the situation is clearly defined in the 


amine rationem.’ Et paucia inter- 
posit is, inquit : ‘Nosti itaque inter 
hec, ex-ii Sf l g hm^e pendere iudicio, non 
illgs voluntatom.’ 

. tflJmus’ l 'ergo institutis tolibusque 
fuTti' auctoritatibus, plerique pontifi- 
oum, alii reges, alii imperatorea ex- 
communicaverunt. . . . Alius item 
Romanus pontifex, Zacharias vide- 
licet, rogem Franoorum, non tam 
pro suis iniquitatibus quarn pro eo, 
quod tantas potestati non orat utilis, a 
regno deposuit j et Pipinum Caroli 
Magni imperatoris patrem in eius loco 
substituit; onmesque Franeigenaa a 
iuramento fidelitulis, quod illi fererant, 
absolvit. Quod etiam ex froquonti 
auctoritate saepe agit sancta ecclesia, 
oum milites absolvit a vinculo iura- 
menti, quod factum eat his episcopis, 
qui apostolica auctoritate a pontificali 
gradu deponatur. Es beatus Am- 
brosius ... in suis scriptis os- 
tendit. . . . “ Honor, fratros, et 

sublimtas "episcopalis nullis potent 
eomparationibus adsequari. Si regum 
fulgori compares et principum 
diademati, longe erit inferiua, quam 
si plumbi motallum ad auri ful- 
gorem compares ; quippe cum videas 
regum eolla et principum submitti 
genibus saoerdotum et, ezosculata 
eorum dextera, orationibus eorum ere- 
dant se eommuniri,’ et post pauca : 
‘ Hseo cuncta, fratres, ideo ngs pres- 
misisse debitis oognoscere, ut oatende- 
remus ; nihil ease in hoc boocuIo excel - 
jpntius sacerdotibus, nichil sublimius 
•gUcopia reperiri.’ . . . Ad eum- 
quoalibet bonos ohristianos 


multo convenientiua, quam maloa 
principes, reges intelligi decet. Isti 
enim, gloriam Dei querendo, se ipsoa 
stronuo regunt ; at illi, non quae 
Dei sunt sed sua quaerentes, sibimet 
lioijjes, alioa tyrannice opprimunt 
... in decrotis beati Symachi papas 
. . . sic continetur. * Die,’ scili- 
cet boatus P(etrua), ‘ perennem meri- 
torum dotem oum hasreditAe inno- 
centiiv misit at poateros ; ’ et post 
pauca : ‘ Quia enim sanotum esse 

dubitet, quem apex tantaa dignitatis, 
attnlit ; in quo, ai desint bona ad- 
quiaita per meritum, aufficiunt, quae a 
loci deceaaore praeatantur. Aut enim 
I'loroa ad haec fastigia erigit, aut eos qui 
eriguntur illustrat.’ Quapropter, quos 
aancta ecclesia sua sponto ad regimen 
vel imporium doliborato consilio ad- 
vocat, non pro transitoria gloria, sed 
pro multorum salute, humiliter oboe- 
diant ; et semper caveant, quod beatua 
Grogonua in oodem libro teatatur : 
‘ Apostatse quippo angelo similis effi- 
citur, dum homo hominibus ease similis 
dedignatur.’ . . . Honorom Dei 

semper auo preeponant ; iuatitiam, uni- 
cuique suum aervando ius, amplectantur 
atquo cuatodiant, non eant in consilio 
impiorum, sed religiosis semper adqui 
eaeendo corde adhsereant. . . . Non, 
oamali amore illeoti, studeaat (ilium 
suum gregi, pro quo Christus aan- 
quinem suum fudit, pnoponere, si 
meliorem iUo et utiliorem poaaunt 
invenire ; ne, plus Deo diligendo fllinm , 
maximum aanctse eoclesie inferant de- 
trimentum." 
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letter which he addressed to Bishop Altmann of Passau 
in 1081. So far from abating his claims or lowering 
his demands, he rather expresses them more sharply and 
raises them still higher. He tells the bishop that on the 
death of Budolph almost all those who were faithful to him 
besought him to receive Henry, who was prepared to make 
large concessions, into his favour. They urged that almost 
ail the Italians wore on his side, and that if Henry were to 
invade Italy Gregory could expect but little assistance from 
Germany. Gregory sets aside these fears and advice without 
hesitation : he had evidently no thought but that another king 
should be elected in liudojph’s place, and is more concerned 
that the person elected should be suitable, than occupied 
with the immediate danger. He urges that there should be 
no unvluo haste in electing a successor to Budolph ; it was 
better that there should be some delay in the choice than that 
an unworthy or unsuitable person should bo elected. The 
Church would not accept any one who would not prove 
obedient and serviceable to it. He then defines, in strict and 
significant phrases, the oath which he would require of the 
prince to be elected. He must swear that he would be faithful 
to St Peter and his vicar Pope Gregory, and that he would 
faithfully observe whatever command the Pope should impose 
upon him in the name of his true obedience. He must come 
to such an agreement with the Pope with respect to the order- 
ing of the churches, with respect to the lands and revenues 
which the Emperor Constantine had given to the Church, and 
the churches and estates wliich others had bestowed upon the 
Apostolic See, that he would be free from the danger of sacri- 
lege and the destruction of liis own bouI. On the first occasion 
when he should meet with the Pope, he must by his own hands 
become the soldier of St Peter and the Pope. Gregory leaves 
the details to be settled by the bishopi, but insists upon the 
full and exact promise of obedience and fidelity. 1 

1 dreg. VII., ‘ Reg.,’ viii. 20 : niti, ad hoc hob crobris adhortationibus 
“ Notilicamus autem dileutioui vestrte : flectere, ut Heinricum, iam pridem 
pone omnefl noatros fidoles audita aicut scitis plura facere nobis paratum, 
morte Roduifi beat® memoriae regia cui formo omnos Italioi favent, in 
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These phrases represent a higher level of Gregory’s claims — 
at least -with respect to the German kingdom — than anything 
•which we have so far seen ; for the last words of the oath 
which he demanded may perhaps be interpreted as meaning 
that the king was to acknowledge himself to be the vassal 
of the Roman See. And even if it is uncertain whether 
they were intended to have so clearly defined a meaning 
as this, the whole oath represents a very extreme claim to 
obedience. 


gratiam nostram recipiamus ; adiri- 
entos, si illo in Italiam pro veils ot 
oonatu buo, non valens nobiscum 
habere pacem, contra stun-tam eerie - 
siarn venerit, ex vobia frustra sper- 
andum fore auxilium. Qnod quitlom 
si nobis, qui illius super biom parvi 
pendimus, deficiat, non adeo grave 
vidotur. . . . Prirterea admonondi 
aunt omnes in parti bus vestris Doum 
timentes ao spons.c Chriati libertatem 
diligentes ; ut non, aliqua gratia 
suadento aut ullo metu cogonte, pro- 
perent earn temero personam oligere, 
cuius mores et cotora, quas rogi oportot 
inesso, a suscipionda Christian® roligi- 
onis defensione et cura discordant. 
Melius quippe fore arbitraxnur, ut 
aliqua mora secundum Deum ad 
honorem sonotae ecclesiaj rex provi- 
deatur idoneus, quam nimium festin- 
ando in regem aliquis ordinetur 
indignus. . . . Quapropter fundendm 
sunt frequentissimee orationes . . . ut 
. . . Buaeque spoils ro, pro qua mori 
dignatus eat, deiensorem et rectorem 
sicut earn douet, clementer tribuat. 
Nisi enim ita obcodiena et sanct® 
eoolesise humiliter devotus ao utilis, 
quemadmodum christionum regem op- 
ortet et eicut de R(odulfo) spwavimus, 
fuerit, procul dubio ei non modo sancta 
ecclesia non favebit, sed otiam con- 
tradioet. . . . Providendum est ergo ; 
ut non minus ab eo, qui est eligendus 
in rogem, inter tot pericula et labores 

VOL. IV. • 


sperare debeamus. Qua de re quid 
jsromissionis iuramento sancta Romona 
ecclesia ab illo requirat, in Bequenti 
signifi cam us : 

‘ Ab hoc hora et deinqpps fidelis 
cro per rectam fidem beato Petro 
apost olo oiusquo vicario pape Gregorio, 
qui nunc in carne vivit. Et quod- 
cunque mihi ipse papa prajeeporit, 
sub liis videlicet verbis : per veram 
obceilientiam, fideliter, sicut oportet 
rlu-istianum, observabo. De ordina- 
tione vero ecclesiarum et de terns 
vol conau, qua? Conatantinus imperator 
vel Carolus sancto Petro dederunt, et 
de omnibus ecclesiis vel prmdiis, qua? 
apoBtolicH? sedi ab aliquibus viris vel 
roulieribus aliquo tempore sunt oblata 
vel conoessa et in mea sunt vel fuerint 
potestate, ita conveniam cum papa, 
ut periculum sacrilegii et perditionem 
amnia- mea? non incurram. Et Deo 
sanctoque Petro, adiuvante Christo, dig- 
num honorem ot utilitatem impendam. 
Et eo die, quando ilium primitus videro, 
fideliter per manus meaa miles sanoti 
Petri et illius officiar.’ 

Verum, quoniam religionem tuam 
apostolic® sedi fidelem et promissis 
tenemus et experiments non dubita- 
mus, de his si quid minuendum vel 
augendum consueris — non tamen pree- 
termisso integro fidelitatis modo et 
obaadientiee promisaione — potestati true 
et fidei, quam beato Petro debes, corn- 
mittimus.” 


O 
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The negotiations between the two parties in Germany 
were soon broken off, and Hermann of Salm was elected 
to be king by the opponents of Henry, and was crowned on 
December 26, 1081. We do not pursue the course of his- 
torical events from this time to the death of Gregory VII. 
in May 1085 ; for, though these years were crowded with 
great and dramatic events, no new principle emerged with 
regard to the relations between the Empire and the 
Papacy. 

We ha?e thus endeavoured to set out the nature of the 
principles and claims of Gregory VII. with regard to the 
relations of the Temporal and Spiritual powers, as they are 
represented in the historical events and in his own words ; 
but that we may estimate more completely their real and 
permanent significance, we must now examine the criticism 
and exposition of them in the literature of the time and 
of the years that followed. 
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CHAPTER II. 

DISCUSSION OF THE ACTIONS AND CLAIMS OF 
GREGORY Vn. — I. 

0 

We have pointed out in earlier chapters that there are not 
wanting, even before the accession of Gregory YU. to the 
Papacy, occasional statements in the writings of the Church- 
men of the reforming party which indicate the existence of 
the conception that the Church, or rather the Papacy, possessed 
an authority which was, in some sense, supreme over all 
secular authorities, but it is difficult to say what sense exactly 
these writers attached to the phrases which they used. With 
the accession of Gregory VII. all this changed ; as we have 
seen, he did not merely set out general theories, but embodied 
these theories in definite and precise action, or perhaps it 
would be oetter to Bay that he threatened and took action in 
which some general theory was implicit, and in and through 
which those who followed became partly conscious of certain 
general theories and principles. We must not, however, as- 
sume that these fqrmed a coherent and logically developed 
system, even in. Gregory’s mind, nor must we assume that 
even those who were his convinced and consistent supporters 
actually followed Gregory in all the developments of his prin- 
ciples. We must not make the mistake of reading back the 
extremest papalist theories of the thirteenth and fourteenth 
centuries, or the systematic t h i nkin g of the thirteenth century, 
into the eleventh. We must, therefore, now consider the 
more or less contemporary criticism and defence of Gregory 
VTI. ’s actions and claims, and endeavour to learn what were 
the conceptions about the relations of the Spiritual and 
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Temporal powers which developed in the course of the 
conflict. 

We have very little literature which belongs to the first 
stages of this, but fortunately there has been preserved a 
correspondence between Bernard, the master of the school 
at Constance, and a certain Adalbert and Bernald, the author 
of the ‘ Chronicle.’ The correspondence is thought to belong 
to the year 1076, and the writers were even then supporters 
of Gregory ; but their tone is somewhat different from that of 
their later writings, to which we shall presently refer. Adal- 
bert and Bernald had written to consult Bernard with regard 
to the propriety of the formsaundor which Gregory VII. had 
excommunicated certain persons whom they term “publicos 
et contumaces apostolical sedis prescriptores,” meaning by 
these, presumably, the persons who had taken part in the 
Council of Worms, 1076, and also to ask his opinion with 
regard to the sacraments performed by simoniacal and excom- 
municated persons. We cannot deal with the details of 
Bernard’s reply, but it contains certain points of importance 
for our purpose. 

Bernard urges first that the Apostolic See is supreme, and 
that this supremacy is not affected by the worthiness or 
unworthiness of him who occupies it ; but while the Homan 
See is supreme the Popes had often permitted their subjects 
to admonish them, for they desired to live under the rule of 
law and according to the canons. Ho does not say that the 
procedure of Gregory had beeD irregular, but his treatment of 
the subject suggests that he was a little doubtful. 1 He also 

1 Bernald, ‘ Do Damnations Schie- reptione nuggerentis neo ludeos ab 
maticorum,' Ep. II. (p. 29, &c.) ; kuiusmodi tamquam a nefariis pro- 

“ Sedis tamen huius sanete presides hibendos, nec gentiles ad ea tamquam 
a gubieotis moneri persepe tolerabant, ad neceesaria compellendos sentenciam 
spiritum in eis extinguore nolebant .- mutavit. . . . De iudicio au tom 

demiun teeolesiastica lege duce ot apoatolici facto super hos, qnos tu 
magistral pociua ipai secundum in- vocas puklicoa et contumaces pro- 
stitute canonum vivere, quam ex scriptores, pro nostra respondemue 
canonicis institutis subiectos ob- stulticia. Fecit quidem papa quod 
primers vole bant. Prinoeps apos- ost apostolicum, dum damnavit quos 
tolorum, cum in sui simulations dixeras publicos et oontumaces aut 
gentee cogeret iudaizare, Pauli ear- confessos veraoiter, aut conviotos 
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discusses the objection which had been made to Gregory’s 
tenure of the Papacy, that he had bound himself by an oath 
not to accept it without the Emperor’s consent. Bernard does 
not contradict the story, but argues that even if it were true, 
the Bomaa Church could not be deprived of its right of free 
election. 

Bernald and Adalbert, in their reply to Bernard, accept his 
view that the Popes might be admonished by their subjects, as 
Peter was by Paul, and then give that important account of 
the proceedings at Worms and Borne to which we already 
referred. They condemn the proceedings at Worms in the 
strongest terms, but it is noticeable that they are not quite 
clear about the question whether the Pope was not liable to 
the judgment of a properly called Church Council. They cite, 
indeed, various authorities which go to prove thht no one 
could judge the ltoman See, and especially the proceedings 
of the Synod of Eomc, which refused to discuss the charges 
which were made against Pope Symachus, and left them to 
the judgment of God ; but they seem to except the case of 
heresy ; and they assert that Gregory VII. had repeatedly 
expressed his willingness that a Council to be held at Borne 
or elsewhere should consider the circumstances of his appoint- 

regulariter, aut si vocati canonice ad tur, id ost, cum fatetur sa quod 
reddendre racionis iudicium venire (licitur fecisso, afiirmat autom so 
noluerunt. . . . Alter iudiciarii or- legem aocclosiasticam mimime in hoc 
diuis modus est, quern at tu dixerus, facta exorbitasse. Huic accusato mag- 
cum crimen non negatur, cum iam nopere suademus conoedendam syn- 
quasi extra portam civitatis colon bins odum, scilicet ut aut oonvincatur, 
exequiis reus efiertur. Hunc modum, aut probando suae partes absolvatur. 
nisi tua vel providencia aliter in- Hoc modo secum agi debere clamant 
dicaverit, in duos adhuc modos sub- nunc proscripti ab apostolico presule. 
di vidimus et modum utrumquo in ... Isti econtra pro se et in apoe- 
synodum vocari, et ex iudicio deter- tolicum clamant, quia ipse eos, ut 
minari volumus. Una scilicet mani- tui verbo utar, prosoripserit tyran- 
festi iudiciarii ordinis species est, cum nice, non ft'rclesiastiee ; private sui 
reus neo se nee admiesum, quod ipsius iniuriae, non respectu equi- 
obicitur, deiendit, id est, cum fatotur tatis publicEe : et maxime, quia id 
et se teoisae, et faciendo peccasse. agentes, quod non pro magnitudine 
. . . Altera manifesti iudiciarii or- negotii discussum, sedi Romans peri- 
dinis species est, cum purgatorie culosum, omni vero tecclesi® erit 
crimen oonoeditur, sod culpa remove- damnosum.” 
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ment and his conduct, and that he would descend from the 
Apostolic throne if he were found worthy of deposition . 1 It 
does not appear upon what authority they made this state- 
ment : there is no other evidence to confirm it. To us its 


1 Id. id.. Ep. III. (p. 50): “Has 
igitur et huiusmodi innumerabiles 
sanctorum patrum sontoncias si illi 
nostri conspiratores fideliter inspoxis- 
sent, nullatonus suum, ut puta primal 
sedis episcopum, tam ropentina vitu 
poratione, non conventum, non eon- 
fossum oxuflassent ; noc soipsos pro 
tam tomerario ausu sub pernieiosa ox - ' 
coxumunicacione enecuissent. Nompo 
si oulpabilis esbot, poreprinorum tomcn 
episooporum^iudicio iuxta canouos nec 
disouciendus osset, nodum tomore de- 
ponendus, sod porius in Romans 
synodo andiendus : si tsnion de dubiia 
rebus, nisi ipse vellet, vel usquam vol 
a quoquam iuxta eanones diseuti 
posset ; seriptum est enun : “ Non 

est disripulus super magistrum.” Unde 
sanetus Silvester, Nicenorum ranonum 
auetor, generali synodo presidonB con- 
sensu cclxxvii. epiecoporuiu Kap. vii. 
statuit dieens : ‘ Nemo iudicabit 

primam sedom, iusticiom temperaro 
desidorantem. Nequo onim ob august o, 
neque ab omni elero, noque a regibus, 
neque a populo iudex iudicabitur.’ 
Item Symaehus papa omnibus epis- 
copia scribens Kap. vii. decrevit 
dieens : * Aliorum bominum cans as 

Deus voluit por homines terminare : 
sacro vero saneta- sedis Romans 
presulum suo sine questione rosorvovit 
iudieio.’ Item sanetus Alexander 
papa, qui martyrio sua eonsecravit 
deereta, Rap. i. testatur : ‘ Non 

potest,’ inquit, ‘ eondempnari humano 
examine, quem Deus suo reservavit 
iudieio.’ 

Sed tempora prius oonsumeremus, 
quam exempla, si singula huiusmodi 
sanctorum patrum enumerare temp- 
taremus. Quippe predictus papa 


Symaehus, catholic® fidoi propugnator 
indefessus, cum plurimis eriminibus 
infamaretur, nee ab Arriano rege Theo- 
dorico tune RomaniR imperanto lam 
temero proseribitnr, sed in synodo 
Humana, non ab alio, nisi ab illo 
logitimo congreganda, discuciendus 
expeetatur. Synodus igitur Roman 
por auetoritntem ipsius congregata, 
nullatonus tomcn eum, licet hoc 
pormittontom, contra deereta sanc- 
torum pal rum discutere prosumpsit, 
sod totam oius causam divino iudieio, 
ut gosta eiusdem synodi testantur, 
cominisit. Nec hoc utique dicimus, 
quasi quo-libot nofunda Romano ponti- 
fici impuno licore credamus, quasi non 
et ipse sit impetendus, si in aliqua 
heresi fuorit publieatus, sed contra 
illoH agunus, qui pro dubiis rebus 
apostolic® Redis episcopum temere 
iudieovorunt expellendum. 

Ipse quidem nostor apoetolicus 
multotiens hoc a suis insidiatoribns 
expetivit, ut Roman vel alibi, quo ipse 
posset venire, in synodo oonvenirent, 
et, eo hoc libenter concedente, ordina- 
cionom eius, wive conversationem, ut- 
eumque vellent, dumtaxat canonice 
diseuterent : soquo ab apostolica sede 
absque omni contradictione descen- 
nururn promisit, si quid in eo dignum 
doposicione reperiront. Et hoc utiqne 
sibi facile credi potuit, qui id culminis 
captus atque coactus cum magno oiu- 
latu asoendit ; cui nec divitias, nee hon- 
ores seeulores, in Romano pontificatu 
quierere opts fuit, qui bus utrisque cum 
minori sollicitudine et ante pontifioa- 
tum abundavit. Sed eius insidiatores 
hactenus eum presentiahter oonvenire 
spreverunt, non tam ut qualibet 
rati one se ab huiusmodi aoeusaoione 
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importance lies in the fact that men who were supporters of 
Gregory "VH. should have said it. The writers then give an 
account of the proceedings of the Council at Eome in 1076, 
and especially of the excommunication and deposition of 
Henry IV., and maintain that there could be no doubt of the 
canonical promulgation of this excommunication, aB he had 
been repeatedly warned and waited for. 1 We shall deal with 
the later opinions of these writers further on. 

The other writings with which we shall now deal all belong 
to the period after the second excommunication and deposi- 
tion of Henry in 1080, and after the Synod of Brixen and 
the election of the Antipope, Gilbert, by Henry and his sup- 
porters in the same year. It may, perhaps, be convenient to 
begin by considering two worts written shortly aiter this, 
which represent the opinions of moderate representatives of 
the two parties, Gebhardt, the Archbishop of Salzburg, and 
Wenrich of Trier. 

Gebhardt was one of the most moderate but also the 
staunchest supporters of Gregory VII. during the conflict 
with Henry, and in a letter or treatise addressed to Hermann, 
the Bishop of Metz, he sets out some of the considerations 
which seemed to him the most important. He traces the 
origin of the conflict, chiefly to the neglect of the rule of the 
Church, which commanded the faithful to avoid the society of 
those who were excommunicated, and especially those excom- 
municated by Rome, 2 and to the error of those who refused to 

susponderenl , quam ut ipsi dobitam ante excommunicacionom promisit. 
sontenciam pro suis criminibus ob illo Do cuius anathematismi canonica pro- 
uon oxciperont. Nam ut boatir mulgacione nullum dubitare confidimus 
memorie Bonifacius papa testatur : quicumque illam epistolam domni 
‘ Nullus dubitat, quin ita iudicium apostolici fideliter consideraverit, in 
nocens subterfugit, quemadmodum ut qua ipse regem sepius a so premoni- 
absolvatur qui est innocens querit.' ” turn, multo tempore expectatuat et 
1 Id. id. id. (p. 52) : “ I^gom voro, ita demum canonice anathematizatum 
post multos admoniciones reeipiscere evidentissime probavit.” 
nolentem, immo huiue Bcismaticse 2 Gebehardi Salisburgensis Archi- 
conspiracionis auotorem, regno priva- episcopi, ‘ Epistola ad Herrimanum 
turn sub anathematis vinculo domnus Mettensem Epiacopum ’ : 5. “ Haeo 

apostolious ligavit, ut eidem etiam namque dissensionum causa est et 
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recognise that a sentence of excommunication, whether men 
considered it just or unjust, was binding until it was reversed 
by competent authority, 1 and he urges this with special 
reference to the excommunications which had been made by 
the Roman Council of 1080. 2 He then deals with the ques- 
tion of the deposition of Gregory VII., and the appointment 
of the Antipope in the Synod of Brixen in June 1080, and 
contends that this had been done in contradiction to the 
evangelical and apostolic doctrine that the Pope could not be 
judged by any man. 3 He then discusses the arguments of 
those who maintained that they could not violate their oath 
of allegiance to Henry, and urges that it is clear that oaths 
which have been wrongly t alien, or involve some great wrong- 
doing, must not be kept. 4 Gebhardt then turnB upon the 
clerical /supporters of nonry, and asks whether they think 
that it is in accordance with the character of th$ priestly 
office that they should by their counsel and help assist a 
Christian prince to compel men to violate the Christian law, 
to persecute the faithful, to seize the sanctuaries of God, and 
to pollute the sacred places with the slaughter of the ser- 


seditionum, quod illi ab excommuni- 
catia non abstinent et non abstinen- 
dum docent, nos vero et abstiuemub et 
abstinendum perbuademus, pra'cipuo 
ab iUis, qui a precipua et prima sede 
exoommunicantur.’ ' 

1 Id. id., 9-11. 

* Id. id., 15. 16. 

* Id. id., 17-23. 

4 Id* id., 31 : “ Eoce in prelibatis 
catholioorum patrum senteutiiH satis 
demonstration est, quod iuramenta 
iniuste promissa et in maius penrulum 
vergentia servanda non sunt. Quo- 
tnodo autem nos sub iuramenti re- 
spectu ad faciendam iniquitatem co- 
gimur, qui nihil iniquum iuravirnus ? 
Bed dioitur nobis : ' Fidem principi 

iurastis, cui si fideles esse vultis, fidem 
domno apostolico et obedientiam ab- 
negate et abnegationem mam iura- 
mento vel scripto flrmate, sed et ab 


oxcommunicatis a sede apostolica non 
abstinete et non abstinendum docote. 
Quod si non foeeritis, velut infideles 
rogiu> sententin' subiacebitis.’ Dura 
propositio et antiques illi quodam modo 
conlormis, qua dicitur : ‘ fcii vis amicus 
esse cirnarie, sacrifica diis, quod si non 
fecoris, puiueris.’ Si earn quam iu- 
bemur iidelitatem regi impendimus, 
non tantum coram isto rege, sed coram 
omnium regum rege perfidi* reatum 
incurnmus. Nam omnes divinarum 
legum sponto violatores, sicut scriptura 
docot, apostatee offleiuntur. Quomodo 
ergo ad apostasium et perfidiam quasi 
per iusiurandi roligionem constringi- 

mur, quF nihil nisi fidem iurosse 
dicimur ? Mira res I Fidem iuravi- 

mus, et nisi perfidiam faciamus, periuri 
dicimur et infideles. Nihil, inquam, 
iuravirnus, nisi quod salvo ordine 
nostro fieri posset.” 
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vants of St Peter. They say that they are faithful to St 
Peter, but that it was right that they should attack the 
occupant of the See of St Peter because he had published an 
unprecedented and unjust sentence of condemnation upon 
the King and many bishops. He urges them to consider that 
even if the Pope had acted with unnecessary harshnesB, >it 
would have been becoming to orthodox bishops to persuade 
the prince to seek for some remedy by ecclesiastical pro- 
cedure, and not by means which destroyed the laws of the 
Church, by means of slaughter and devastation. 1 

Finally, he urges that it was idle for them to endeavour 
to justify themselves by complaining of the harshness and 
unprecedented character of the action of the Pope, for it was 
they themselves who were the cause of all the trouble. It 
was their action at Worms (1076), when they hdlfl pro- 
nounced the sentence of deposition against Gregory, which was 
the origin of all this calamity : the Pope had not then issued 
any decree of excommunication against them, it was they who 

1 Id. id., 32: “ Videamua igilur, si lunicam ot Bacerdotum eiua vestimento 
sacnrdotuliH vol ordinis officii sit ad lioc Hoindentes aoindi a se regnum more - 

consilium vol openi miuiatraro, ut antur ? Sod luec omnia novi doctores 

christianus prinoeps a Christiana lego fidolitati attribuunt, dicentes so 

homines discedere eogat et disoedere quidem beato Petro atque eodi apos- 

nolentes publica animadversione por- tolica- do votes exiatore, sodenti autem 

sequatur, ut fugatis sacerdotibus sane- super sodem illam insolitas iniurias 

tuaria Dei quasi hereditate possideat, merito irrogari, qui in homines im- 

ut oblotiones fideUum et patrimonio moritos, regem scilicet et epiBCopos, 

pauperum suis suorumque usilius in- tam insolitam dampnationia senten- 

romparabilitcr usurpet. ut Neronis tiom proraulgavit. Quibua respon- 

exemplo Petrum et Paulum iterum in dondum eat, quia, tamotsi in illis 

mombris euia pati faciat, ut Symonom synodalibua iudiciis diatrictio mansuo- 

magum rursua contra Symonem Pet- tudinom excessisaet, ita ut domnua 

rum excitet, ut introt in sanctifica- apostolicua plus solito ot non pro 

tionem cum euperbia, ubi usque modo materia super eos manum aggravaverit, 

fideles in corde coutrito ot humiliato decuorat tamen orthodoxoB pontifioea 

pro remiBsiono poccatorum auoruin catholieo principi euggerere, quatenus 

nudia podibua incedoro oonsueverunt, sic iniuriam euani ulciaceretur, ne 

ut loca sanctorum sanguine consecrata divinam in se ultionem provocaret, ne 

famulorum sanoti Petri cruenta strage secclesiai regulas penitus confunderet, 

inoeseanter polluat. Numquid pas- ne cedibus, incendiis, vastationibus id 

toralia officii eat talibus actu vel con- ageret, quod eecclesiasticis discussioni- 

ailio participari, numquid fidelltati buB agendum erat.” 

competit re gibus pemuadere, ut Chrieti 
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had renounced their obedience to him. 1 This was in Geb- 
hardt’s judgment the real beginning of all the trouble, and 
for this there was no justification. 2 

These contentions are to us specially interesting, as they 
indicate that in Gebhardt’s opinion — and it would seem to be 
that of a moderate man who was not prepared in every 
respect to approve of the action of Gregory VII. — the conflict 
had arisen not so much from a revolutionary innovation of 
Gregory, as from the more re volul ionary action on the part 
of Henry and his supporters among the bishops in attempting 
to judge and depose the Pope. In face of such an attempt 
and its consequences, Gebjiardt could not hold it to be un- 
reasonable that the oaths which bound men to obey Henry 
should be treated as null and void, and should be formally set 
aside. * 

If we find in Gebhardt of Salzburg’s treatise a good repre- 
sentation of the moderate opinion which supported Gregory 
VII., we find in a letter written by Wenrich of Trier, in the 
name of Theodoric, Bishop of Verdun, probably between October 
1080 and August 1081, a very forcible statement of the 
position of the moderate supporters of Henry IV. For it 
must be observed that the letter is written as from the stand- 
point of one who still recognised Gregory as Pope, and who 
had even suffered much in maintaining his cause. 3 Theodoric 
of Verdun was indeed one of those who frequently wavered, 


1 Id. id. id. ; “ Aliud, quod adden- 

dum out velimus attendere tarn illoa 

quam qui ab illis edooti Hunt, ut 
credant htBc omnia licito ot impuno 
committenda propter urgentem pre- 
cedents iniurise neceasitatem, omnem- 
que huiue diacidii culpam ad ineho- 
ationia primordia referri. Audiant, 
inquam, quia, otiamai Christiana- vel 
acceleeiasticEO religionis e»»et talibua 
iniuriia tales viciasitudines rependere, 
certe nec hoc modo oxcusabiles fieri 
posaunt. Nam apostoliose animadvor- 
sionis, qua se iniuriatoa causantur, ipsi 
potiua causa extiterunt ; et unde ae 
accenaoa conqueruntur, hoc ipsi priores 


inoendoruut, indeoque iniurias non 
tam rotulerunt quam intulerunt. 

S3. C'um enim primum ad inioian- 
dam hanc rem Wormatia; confluxiasent 
ubi omnia, quam patimur, calamitas 
exordium eumpsit, nullam adhue dom- 
nus papa in illos excommunicationia vel 
anathematis sententiam destinavit ; 
aed ipsi primitive disoordiarum, ipso 
ignorajte et nihil minus putante, 
prelationi sure superba et repentina 
temeritate abrenunciaverunt. Inioia 
dolorum hacc ; primum hoc fermentum 
tot am fficclesiae maaaam corrupit.” 

4 Id. id., 34-36. 

4 Wenrich of Trier, ‘ Epistola,’ 1, 8. 
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being found sometimes on the side of Gregory, sometimes on 
that of Henry. 

& ch begins his letter by recognising the high character 
ities of Gregory. Though he also gives at- some length 
the charges of violence and ambition which were made agaimt 
him, he does not himself assort the truth of these charges, 
as being matters outside his own knowledge . 1 He does, how- 
ever, gravely censure him for the subversive character of the 
steps which he had taken to suppress the “incontinence,” i.e., 
the marriage, of the clergy ; he charges him with stirring 
up the laity against the clergy, and thus destroying the 
whole order of the Church . 2 * Tkiij is, however, only intro- 
ductory. I 

/He rarns then to the action of Gregory in deposing Henry 
andT sanctioning the election of Rudolph, and contend? that 
such action was wholly illegitimate : there was nothing new, 
he says, in the rebellion of secular persons against the king, 
but it was a thing new and unheard-of that the Pontiff should 
take upon himself to bid the king descend from the throne 
of his fathers, and to excommunicate him unless he promptly 
obeyed^ He reminds Gregory that Ebbo, the Archbishop of 
Rheims, had been deposed for his rebellion against Lotus the 
Pious, and he contrasts his conduct with the conduct and 
principles of Gregory the Great, who had enjoined upon men 
reverence and obedience to their rulers, and had expressed 
himself as bound to obey tbe eonmaands of the Emperor, even 
when he disapproved of them . 4 'He then discusses the ques- 
tion of the validity of excommunication, and, supporting his 
arguments with many citations from the Fathers, urges that 
excommunications made for unjust reasons have no real 


1 Id. id., 1-3. 

* Id. id., 3. 

* Id. id., 4. : “ Non est ngvum, 

regiam dignitatem indignari in eos, 
quos vident in se sacrilege temeritate 
insurgere ; non est novum, homines 
Seoul axes seculariter sapere et agere. 
Novum est autem et omnibus retro 
seculis inauditum, pontifices regna 


gentium tam facile voile dividere, 
nomon rogum, inter ipsa inundi initia 
repertum, a Deo postea stabilitum, 
ropentina factione elidere, cristos 
Domini quotinus libuerit plebeia sorte 
sic ut villicos mu tare, regno patrum 
suorum decoders iussos, nisi confeetim 
adquieverint, anathemate damnare.” 

* Id. id., 4. Cf. vol. iii. p. 136. 
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effect . 1 He does not, indeed, directly controvert the principle 
which is represented in Gebhardt of Salzburg’s treatise, that a 
sentence of exco mmuni cation must be accepted until it has 
been rescinded by competent authority, but he clearly wishes 
to qualify the effect of the papal sentence. He then proceeds 
to argue with great vehemence against Gregory’s claim to 
absolve Henry’s subjects from their oath of allegiance, and 
flatly denies that the Pope had any such power, even though 
it were true that Henry was really an impious and wicked 
prince ; and he retorts by making a violent attack upon the 
character of Rudolph of Suabia and of other rulers who were 
favoured by the Pope apd had obtained their territories by 
violence and crime . 2 He also discusses the question of lay 


1 Id. id., 5 : “ ‘ Quern,’ inquit doni- 
nus papa, ‘ ego anatlioinatizavi, et vos 
(mathematical e. ’ Hoc tonitrmmi non 
tantum portendit perieuli, quantum 
ineutit terroris. ‘ Quem ego.’ iuquit, 
‘ anathematizuvi, voh unathematizate.’ 
Consequentiom istam nos non intelli- 
gimus ; sed si e converse proforretur : 
1 Quem vos anathematizastis, ago 
anathematizo,’ et roa essol terribilior 
et ordo verborum efficacior. Malo 
prof eu to rebus humanis conaultum 
esset, si ad qualiscunquo concitati 
anirai motus divina sequeretur dam- 
natio, sieut illi uniuscuiusquo iracundia 
dictaro vellot, qui omnia dispensat in 
mensura ot pondere et numoro, apud 
quem non est transmutatio nec vieis- 
situdinis obumbratio. Non tam facile 
oiroumduoitur nec suas vol bonedic- 
tiones vol maledictionns ita temero 
dispensat, ut ecu, non ex vita: inerito, 
sed ex uniuscuiusque vel favore vel 
odio, quandoounque rogatur, confestim 
dispergat. Porro ut excommunica- 
tiones, quss propter privatos motus 
et domesticas intentantur iniurias, 
damnat ionis vim obtineant, nec scrip, 
tura testatur, nec ratio recipit.’’ 

Cf. vol. ii. pp. 244 - 249 . 

* Id. id., 6 : “ Sanctam autem et 


omnibus rotro noeulis apud omnium 
gentium liationes iuviolatom iusiurandi 
roligionem facillima, inquiunt, domni 
papie rescimlit absolutio ; et quod 
tantum ost, ut illud omnis contro- 
versies fiuem apostolus nominaverit, 
modo unius Rartula* per quemlibet 
baiulatorem porrecteB lovissima in- 
fringere iubetur lectione. ‘ Absolvo,* 
inquit, ' omnes a iuramento, quod 
Heinrico iuraverunt.’ .... 
His itaqne cum dicitur : ‘ Absolvo 

vos a sacraraento, quod Heinrico 
iuravistis,' quid aliud dicitur vel pro* 
cipitur nisi : ‘ Auctoritate mea freti 

fidem illi negate, quam vos observa- 
turos iuramento firroastis t ’ Sed quid 
ad htec illi dicunt ? Non te in hoc 
domno papa, audimus ; non abnega- 
mus ei fidem, quam promisimus, non 
tantum promisimus, sed iuravimus ; 
quia, si os, quod simpliciter mentitur, 
occidil animam, valde est inoonse- 
quuns, ut os, quod cum periurio 
mentitur, non occidat animam ; et si 
perdu omnes qui loquuntur menda- 
cium, multo amplius perdit omnes 
qui loquuntur periurium. Quod 
autem per tuam auctoritatem huius 
ram nobis promittis impunitatem, noli, 
obsecro, noli in fratres peooare, noli 
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investiture of bishops, but we have considered this in an 
earlier chapter , 1 and incidentally refers to the authority of the 
Emperor in confirming elections to the Papacy, citing the case 
of^regory the Great . 2 

(J[t is noticeable that Wenrich does not justify the action 
of Henry and his supporters in deposing Gregory from the 
papal throne, though he suggests excuses for this, nor does he 
maintain directly that the Pope had no authority to excom- 
municate Henry ; but he does deny that the Pope’s excom- 
munication was necessarily valid, and he emphatically 
repudiates the authority of Gregory to depose Henry and to 
absolve his subjects from their oath^of allegiance.; 

These treatises of Gebhardt and Wenrich wilT serve well to 


pusillos Christ i scandalizare, noli per 
porveream securitatein infirma audito- 
rum oorda in inrevocabile precipitium 
tecum Bummergero. Iatud noc noa 
eequi, non tu potes precipore. 

Bed dicit domnuR papa : ‘ PerversuH 

eat, oui iurasti ; impiuB eat, periurua 
eat, Boelestua eet j fidem oi non debea.’ 
Iato quidem domno papa, in script o 
tuo legimus, ista quidem per orbom 
terrarum prodicanda per evangelia- 
tas tuoa circumlerri audivimus, 
parum subsistentes in ilia prophetic 
Bontentia : ‘ Peocata populi moi cur- 
abant cum ignominia.’ Nob haec 
ignoramus, noa hate non credimus ; 
Bod Rodulfum inrevocabiliter perver- 
sum oculis vidimus, auribus audi- 
vxmuB virum dosertorem, hominem 
proditoxem. Periuria eiue facile con- 
vincimus, Bed non facile numuramus ; 
homioidia eius digitorum ostensione 
adhuc recensere possumuB ; trea uxorea 
eius, quas aperte solemni nuptiarum 
apparatu duxit eodem simul tellipore 
viventes et novimus et nominamus. 
Hteo sunt preclara ilia facinora, quse 
ilium regio nomine donaverunt ; hac 
sunt ills animi virtutes, qus ad 
illud fastigium cum subito levaverunt 


et, ut vcriuB dicatur, de inomentaneo 
illo et umbratili fastigio in mansuram 
sibi et poBteris suis ignominiam ilium 
jjrecipitaverunt. Into ad suscipiendam 
imperatoriam dignitatem erat idoneua, 
ieto beati Petri vocabutur filius, iste 
amicus paps et prinrepa victorioaus. 
Non doeunt autem adhuc alii qui 
tyrannica violentia regnia invasis, viam 
Bibi ad thronum sanguine paraverunt, 
cruentatum diadema induerunt, cedi- 
buB, rapinis, truncationibus, auppliciis 
regnum eibi atabilierunt ; qui dam 
generis Hui proximis et oisdem dom- 
inis suie iugulatis, honorea eorum 
invaaerunt. Hi omnes amici domni 
papa 1 appcUantur, benedict ionibus eius 
honorantur, victoriosi principes ab eo 
Balutantur ; iste, quia patemum et 
avitum regnum retinere preBumit, 
BcelostuB vocatur, preiudiciis damnatur, 
excommunicutionibus urgetur. Sed 
sit impius, sit perversus, sit quicquid 
domnus papa in eum dicere voluerit 
ftcriua : muu ideo sacramentum ei 
factum infringere, et quia iile malus 
eat, ideo ego sacrilegus existendo me 
in feternam damnationem videns et 
sciena debeo intrudere ! " 

1 Cf. pp. 81, 82. 

a Id. id., 8. 
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illustrate some of the main principles which were at issue in 
the conflict, and, as is frequently enough the case in controversy, 
each is more successful in stating his own case than in meet- 
ing that of the other, in criticising the attack which had been 
made on one side or the other than in defending the action 
of the party which each represented. These works belong to 
the period immediately following the final deposition by Henry 
of Gregory and the election of an Antipope by Henry, but 
the majority of the controversial tracts and pamphlets which 
have been preserved were writ ten a few years later. 


The first of these with which we shall deal was written 
probabljt'in 1084, when ilenry IV. had occupied Borne. It 
is the work of a certain Peter C'rassus, who may have been 
a teacher of Eoman law at Bavenna : the author at least 
makes a great display of legal knowledge, and represents his 
position as being that of one who desired to show that the 
case of Henry rested upon the laws ; and, if Gregory VII. 
should refuse to recognise the authority of the Boman laws, 
he proposes to send to Henry a work in which, as he said, 
Gregory the Great had collected both systems of law, meaning 
by this the civil and canon law, for ubo in the Church^ 

<TIe contends that it was the Emperor who had given the 
Church peace, and that it was Gregory who had broken the 
peace,! and he advises Henry to call together a council which 
Gregory should be summoned to attend. 1 * 3 He charges 
Gregory with sorcery, and appeals to those who attend 
as judges to deprive him of his ecclesiastical privileges, 
and to hand him over to the secular authority for punish- 


1 Petri Crassi, * Defensio Heinrici 
Regis,’ i. : “ Bed ne do talibus aliquis 
in aliquo tempore, o rex, contra benig- 
nant ceisitudinem vestram inducat, non 
legibus, Bed vi et armia coronam acqui- 
Bit am esse vestreo inaiestati, induxi 

animum pro sensus tnei parvitate huno 
libellum scribere, in quo vestree beati- 
tudinis sequitas et iustiria et adversari- 

orum error lucide declarari possit. Ad 
hec si hie, qui est do synagoga sath- 


ana', monachus in iuditio fortassis 
Romanaa repudiate voluerit leges, eo 
quod has, ut in hoe patebit libello, 
vehementer habebit sibi adversas, ne 
hoc faoere possit, mittam pie magni- 
ficent® vestr® librum, si opus fuerit, 
in quo beatus Gregorius utrasque com- 
poauit leges, et utraque in sanota usus 
est eccleBia." 

* Id. id., 3. 

• Id. id., 4. 
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ment. 1 *^He speaks of Gregory’s action in excommunicating 
Henry and plotting against his kingdom as being contrary to 
the law, and he urges upon the Saxons that Henry held his 
kingdom by right of hereditary succession, and that it was no 
more legitimate to question the right of a king to the kingdom 
which he had inherited from his ancestors, than that of a 
private person to the hereditary ownership of his property. 
He contends, therefore, that neither they nor Gregory had 
any claim to sit in judgment upon Henry with respect to his 
right to the kingdom which he had inherited from his father 
and received by the divine appointment. 2 This contention of 
an indefeasible hereditary right to the kingdom is note- 


1 Td. id., 7 : “ Sed cum manifestum 
linboatur oecloBiaRticum iuditium pri- 
mum a Coiwdantino imporatoro prce- 
latis eeoleHiu: fuiuso concoasum, biinilitor 
ut in divert.® conciliis dcclarntum 
liabeatur, et ut boatua Gregorius in 
auis decrelis declarat dicens : * Non 

potest quemquani episcopal uk grodu 
nisi iustia ex cauaia concorB aacordotum 
summovere sontontia,’ cur igitur ox- 
cellentia veatra, iudicoa, tardat liunc 
monachum a sane t a summovore oedema, 
qui iam longo tempore nigromantiam 
coluit, do quo magister auus sfepius 
conquestus est, tantum eum in ilia 
pestifora arti prajvaluisse, ut so, qui 
magister eius fuerat, viotum a discipulo 
doleret T Insujter in veritato com- 
pertum eat inter nos, undo et quo 
modo ipsum librum mortiforse artin 
aoquiaivit. ..... 
Sed cum ecclesiastic® privilegiis poni- 
tua deBtitutus hio maleficus cognosce- 
tur, quso mora OBt semovere eum ab 
ecclesia ? . 

Quid ergo restat, nisi ut submotus ab 
eccleeia a competento iudice steculari 
eententiam accipiat." ® 

* Id. id,, 4 ; “ Iam enim pridom 

Hemicum regom non in legum benig- 
nitato, non patemo more, sed contra 
leges excommunicando, anuthomatizan- 
do, regno eius in omni dole insidias fad- 


endo, ipm mortem rontra human® na- 
tura 1 modum parando emancij^ivit.” 

Id. id., 6 : “ Atlondito, qua-tso, quod 
legCB, qua- pi i Raimi imperatorea pro 
veatra voatrorumquo filium ac totum 
christianiiatia salvationo condidorant, 
uuius monarhi pert inooia solvere ac 
dcloro laborat. . . . Inde opera: pro- 
tium eat curioso intendere, quam firms 
Centura vobia omnibusque christianis 
propritfi horoditatis possessionem ill®. 
Bam perinancro volint. Scriptum enim 
o«t in libro lnstitutionom ita : ‘ O mnia 
horeditaa aut tostamento aut succes- 
aiono ab intestato aut tacito pacto 
transit ad heredem.’ . . . Quare, 

Saxones, ajquanimitas vestra intelligat, 
quam benigno favore vobih vOBtrisque 
heredibus eicut c®teris gentibua legis- 
lator ius vest rum vel ipaig legibua vel 
consuetudine logibuB conaentanea ob- 
servari constituit. . . . Quoraum h®c 
Saxones f Nonne hao eadem legum 
auctoritate Henrico rogi inviolabiliter 
regnum stabilitum esse comprobatur T 
Estne inter mortales, qui habitant 
terram, homo aliquis tarn inscius, tarn 
hebes, tom imprudons, tarn expore 
rationis, tam demons, cui cogitare aut 
fas sit credere, in tantum regem licere 
fieri quod aliquam privato homini 
legum sanctiono fieri prohibetur, aut 
almi legialatoris perspicacem providen- 
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worthy ; it is interesting as anticipating a later develop- 
ment of political theory, but obviously enough has as little 
relation to the Roman law as it has to the traditional prin- 
ciples of the earlier Middle AgeA. He further urges the 
wickedness of persuading men to violate their oaths of 
allegiance, and the respect and consideration due to kings 
and their divine authority, and concludes by calling upon 
the Saxons to submit to the judgment of Henry and to 
ask for his mercy . 1 

This treatise, in spite of its pretentions to represent, a 
special knowledge of the Roman law, contains little of import- 
ance in the way of argument. We have in a former volume 
dealt with the political theories of the lawyers of Bologna in 
the twelfth century , 2 and it would be difficult to establish any 
relation between their work and the rather crude dogmatism 
of Peter Crassus. 


tiam tam longe a rutioiio fuissc, ut »o 
euosque here clou ao postoros regee a 
tanto Iogum bonofieio exclusos esbe 
voluisaet 7 ..... 

Quid igitur ? Nonne Henricus rex iuro 
ot oorporo possidet regnum 7 Cuius 
legitima possessio iustissimum habuit 
indium, ut avi eius Conradi impera- 
toris divai memorial alia pax rogni 
ot tranquilla teatatur, qui cum ipsa 
benedictiono apostolica, qua regnum 
aocepit, Henrico filio suo beat® 
memorial suecossionem eiun reliquit. 
Tandem paterna legitima succossione 
cum eadem apostolioa benedictiono ad 
Henrioum regem porvenit. Qui cum 
bon® fidei possessor rogni ex tam iueto 
existat initio, insuper cum ab his 
tribus peroonis tam idoneis, tam magni- 
fic® opinionis, in possidendo regnum 
sine controversia, sine omni litis inter- 
pellations, ut leges volunt, logibus 
patenter satisfaoturo esse cognoscatur, 
videntur manifesto adversus vos, Sax- 
ones, legos ips® conqueri, quod unius 
monachi vesaniam sequentes contra 


divinas ot hunuuus legOH, contra tua 
gentium, contra ius civile, contra bonos 
moros, contra human® vitae omnem 
equitatem armata vi regni invasionem 
fecistis. ...... 

Quis enim ab insania eius non abhorrent 
qui sine legibus contra legem pr®dicat 
imperatores et reges progenitos a eo 
heredes rogni habere non posse 7 Con- 
sules oliro non poterant, sed impera- 
toribuB et regibus h®c semper lioentia 
fuit ....... 

Attendite itaque, Saxones, quam mani- 
festo declaratum sit in Ildebrandi 
monachi et vestra potentate non esse 
de regno Henrico regi divinitus dato 
decernere. Quocirca divino nutu reg- 
norum ordinationem fieri nulli dubium 
esse constat ..... 

Audistis igitur, Saxones, legibus con- 
suetudineque legibus consona Henricum 
regem Iustissimum regni esse possess - 
orom.” 

> Id. id., 7, 8. 

1 Cf. vol. ii., I’art I., o. 7. 
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We find a more serious statement of the position of the 
thoroughgoing supporters of Henry in an anonymous treatise 
which is thought to belong to about the same time. We 
have in this a reasoned argument, based, at least in some 
measure, upon important historical considerations. 

The question to which the writer primarily addresses him- 
self is the right of the Emperor to a place in the determina- 
tion of elections to the Papacy. He begins with an emphatic 
statement of the primacy of Rome over all churches, and one 
MS. includes a declaration that Romo judges all, but is 
judged by none, except in the case of a papal election which 
is unjust and contrary to the Imperial dignity, or in the case 
of a disputed election. 1 He then brings forward a number of 
cases in which it- was the Emperor who had, as he maintains, 
decided which of the rival claimauts should be recogAised as 
the legitimate Pope. These examples extend from the election 
of Damasus 1. in 366 a.d. to the action of Otto I. in 963 and 
964. The author concludes this enumeration by saying that 
after the intervention of Otto, the Senate and people of Rome 
swore that they would not for the future elect a Pope, without 
the consent of himself and his son. He then relates that the 
Emperor Henry III., after deposing certain Popes, made a 
similar regulation, and that he obliged Hildebrand, at that 
time sub-deacon, to swear “nunquam se de papatu intro- 
missurum ” without his permission. He gives an account of 
that part of the decree of Pope Nicholas II. and his Council 
with regard to elections to the Papacy, which refers to the 
Emperor, and says that by this decree, which was made with 
the consent of the whole Roman clergy and people, it was 
established that whoever should stir up factions with regard 
to a papal election, or should be made Pope without the 
consent of the Emperor Henry and his son, should be held 
not as Pope, but as Satan and an apostate. He specially 

• 

1 • Dicta cuius dam de discordia l'apae iniuste et contra Imperatoriam digni- 
et Regis ’ (p. 466) “ Omnes iudicavit, tatem subintroductus quis fuerit. aut 
ipsa autem a nemine nisi a se ipsa (nisi) tres (duove) pontifioes e(odem) 
judicata eat, nisi forte oontigerit, ut tempore fuerunt conatituti.” 

VOL. IV. 


P 
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adds that Hildebrand swore to this and subscribed the 
decree . 1 

Having thus dealt with the past, and justified by these 
historical precedents the claims of the Emperor to a certain 
authority in the appointment of the Pope, the author briefly 
describes the situation of his own time. He alleges that 
Hildebrand had obtained the Papacy by the assistance of one 
of the Roman nobles, Chinchius, and the party which they 
had formed. Henry had sent envoys protesting against his 
assumption of the Papacy, and bidding him descend from 
the papal throne, but without effect ; and only at last, 
after wars, seditions, murder, rapine, and conflagrations, had 
Henry succeeded in occupying Rome, and had then after the 
ancient custom established Clement as Pope, and received 
from hiin the Imperial erown. He concludes by pointing out 
that the Roman Emperors had refused to accept certain men 
as unworthy to he Popes, had deposed some, had themselves 
appointed some, and had ordered others to be appointed . 2 


1 Id. (p. 458) : “ Poatea voro son- 
atUB populusque Romanus sibi fidoli- 
tatom promiuorunt. hoe adieienteR 
firmiterque iurantos nunqnam so ipnos 
electuroB abflquo elect ione vel osscnnu 
ipsiue et filii Bui. Hoc. idem Henrioiw 
iraporator, qui de patriaruhio LRtera- 

nenRi quoedatn pontifieoR (v. r. psoudo- 
pontificcs) expulit, pater acilicet Hen- 
rioi, qui nunc nostris tomporibus 
monarchism regni gladio potonti ot 
invieto gubornat, stabilivit, ut nullus 
in apostnlica sodc absque oloctiono Rua 
et filii Bui pontifex eligoretur. Sen- 
tiens autem, quod tunc temporis, 
Hildebrannus, adhuc uubdiaconus, ad 
oulmen huius honoris dominandi libi - 
dine cnptuu vollet asrondero, euper 
sancta sanctorum iuraro eum fecit 
nunquam Be de papatu intromiBSurum 
preter eiua licentia et aaBCnsu. Postca 
vero, tempore Nioholai pupe, congre- 
gatum eat Lateranis concilium c ot 
xxv epiecoporum, ubi propter eym oni- 
acam he reaim et propter depellendam 


venalitatem Romanorum, qui do olec- 
lione pontificis amoro consanguinitatis 
vel pecunia; inter se partes faciebant, 
decrotum factum est conailio tot ins 
cleri et populi. id iurante ot annuonte 
Tiildebranno, ac sub anathemate robo- 
ratum, universe aeclamanio et col- 
laudante concilio, vidolicot ut quisquis 
dcinceps partes, de apostolatu faceret 
vel absque oleetione et asRensu pre- 
dict drum imperatorum Ilonrici patris 
et. filii so intromiUeret, non iam papa 
vocaretur, Red sathanas, non apostoli- 
cus, sod apostaticuB diceretur. Et 
expleto anathemate dixerunt omnes : 
‘ Fiat ! fiat ! ’ Et wubscripserunt 
omnes episcopi et cardinales presby- 
t ori, inter quos etiam Hildebrannus 
tunc subdiaconus in margine inferiori 
propria manu subacripsit.” 

5 Id. : “ Post modem vero Alex, 

andro Romano pontifice viam univeresp 
carnis ingreaso, Hildebrannus, time 
etiam longe ante archidiaconus, per 
Chinchium, unum de nobilibus Ro- 
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We may distinguish in the treatise two lines of argument 
of unequal value. The statements which he makes about the 
election of Hildebrand do not seem to represent anything more 
than the gossip of the Imperial party. The treatment of the 
place of the Emperor in papal elections, on the other hand, is 
well stated, and shows a just apprehension of the historical 
foundation of the Imperial claim. 

(^a"' treatise written by Wido, afterwards Bishop of 
Osnaburg, of which we have unfortunately only extracts, 
compiled apparently about the year 1118, is concerned 
primarily with the vindication oS the election of the Antipope, 
Guibert of Bavenna. 1 He defends this on the ground, first, of 


manis, et partoin, quam iate et ills 
fecerat sibi, papa coiiHtituitur. Audioua 
autem ista Honricus bin, cui cum patre 
iuramentum factum fuerat, quod sibi 
papatum arrogoru non oonvonissot, 
legates lionoHtiatumoH ot ad exequeu- 
dam legatiouem idonoun Konuua 
direxit, qui earn ex parte monuiaHont 
imperatorie. ut do aede apoatolica 
descender©!, ne ultra de pontificalu 
Romano bo agitarot. Legatio irnpera- 
toria nil profuit. Sod lamon ad 
ultimum poat bello— quia idem aibi 
ot ecclesiee audiontiam synodalem 
nogaverat — poet aeditionoa, poat homi- 
cidia, poat detruncationea, post pau- 
porum oppreaaionoa, poat rapinas et 
incendia Urbem pro papatu retinendo 
aibi diutissime negatam imperator 
recepit ibique aecundum antiquam 
consuetudinem Clementem constituit 
et de roanu eiua coronam imperialem 
de victoria et virtute triumphans 
suacepit. 

Sic geato Romani imperatives Ro- 
manorum pontificum alios reos rocipere 
noluerunt, sed deieoerunt, alios ipsi 
constituerunt, alios autem, sicut de 
beato Gregorio et Mauritio legitur, 
institui preceperunt.” 

This treatise exists in MSS. which 


differ considerably from each other 
in detail, but in the passages here 
cited the differences do not seem to 
have any special significance. 

* Wido Osnaburgonsis, ‘ Liber de 
Controversia Uildebrandi et Heinrioi ’ 
(p. 462) : “ Cum multi out ignoran- 
tiaj nube detenti aut veteris ireo face 
succenai venerobilis dementis papae 
ingressum improbare contendant et 
uaquequaquo infamaro non erubesoant, 
. . . noa, qui huius rei veritatem 
mcognitam non habomus, . . . non 
inutile, immo perneceasarium esae 
existimamus, quatinus in audientiam 
omnium festinemus ibique omnipo- 
tentiB Dei auxilio prenotatum pon- 
tificem, pacis et iusticise aectatorem, 
recte ot ordine in apostolicam et 
sanctam eedem venisse rationabiliter 
demonstremuB. Ut autem h«ec de- 
monstratio porspieuo fiat, consuetu- 
dinom, quam Romona eedesia in 
eligendis et consecrandis suis proauli- 
bus antiquitus ex scripto cognoscitur 
habuiaso, non incongruum esse duci- 
mus suocinctu brovitatis transcurrere. 
Ex hoc enim congrue convinci poterit 
veriua in altero preoessisse, quod 
ab emulia modo reprehenditur in 
Clemente.” 
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the legitimate place of the prince in papal elections ; and, 
second, of the justice of the deposition of Gregory VIA. He 
contends that by the long custom of the Church the Emperor 
should be consulted before the institution of a Pope. Wido 
recognises, indeed, that in the first ages there was no Buch 
custom, but after the conversion of Constantine and the 
enrichment of ihe Church, the Papacy became an object of 
men’s ambition, and the succession was faetiously and violently 
disputed, and it was found necessary that the Roman prince 
should intervene to secure that the elections should be con- 
ducted in a regular and canonical mannejjp It then became the 
custom that, when a Pope was elected, li£ should not be conse- 
crated until the election was reported to the prince and be 
was satisfied that it had been properly conducted^ and until 
he had issued his mandate for the consecration . 1 He then 
sets out a number of examples to establish this contention, and 
to show that the place of the prince in the election had been 
consistently recognised, and had never been condemned.* 
Wido is, however, careful to add that this does not mean 
that the prince possessed any arbitrary power in this matter : 
it is only with the consent of the clergy and people that he 
has power to appoint the Pope ;; he may not appoint any one, 
to whom there is a canonical objection, and he may not claim 
for himself anything which canonically belongs to the Pontiffs. 
This is how Wido interprets the canonical rule that the lay- 
men have no power of disposing of ecclesiastical things. He 


1 Id. id. (p. 463) . “ Copit enim post 
modicum tempons moligno eius etimulo 
in elections pontificum non medico Sen 
dissensio partium, ambit 10 quoque non 
modioe crevit, contentio quoque por- 
eepe pencul oea non dofuit. Unde 
neoeasanum fuit, ut Romani pnneipes, 
quorum conoessione ao donatiombus 
ecclesia usquequaque, sublimata honore, 
dmtim preminebat, pristine potestatis 
jure retento, et partium tumultum 
ubique pcen® mlerendce metu com- 
pescerent et eloctionem pontificum 
partium studio et non canonioo foe tarn 
pro venire non sinant. Nam si pravis 


homimbus seculans vindictee metus 
nullus inesaet, nulla eos a prave 
agendo spiritualis oenaura re trahere 
posset. Unde pnmum consuetude in 
Romana ecclesia antiquitus mento 
cepit, ut, electo presule, non prius 
eius ordmatio eelebrarotur, quam cleri 
ac populi dec return in presentiam 
Romani ( pnnoipis deferretur, ut cog* 
mto cleri et populi oonsensu et 
desiderio, si recte et ordine electionem 
precessisse cognosceret, conaecrationem 
ex more celebrandam esse iuberet.” 

* Id. id., pp. 464-466. 
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adds, however, that the king is not really a layman, for in 
virtue of his anointing he has a share in the priestly ministry . 1 
^flfe second extract from Wido’s treatise deals with the 
question of the excommunication of the Roman prince. He 
asserts that no Pope before Hildebrand had excommunicated 
the prince, even though he had been guilty of serious offences 
against the Church^ The reason of this was, not that they 
feared to lose human favour, but because they bore in mind 
the apostolic injunction, to do all things to edification^ He 
points out that the result of the conflict of Hildebrancf^fend 
Henry IV. was more intolerable than a civil war, and he 
therefore describes his action i^ excommunicating Henry as 
unrighteous and unjust . 2 / lie endeavours to prove that the 
action of St Ambrose against the Emperor Theodosius was not 
really a case of excommunication . 3 * 

(The third extract deals with the question of the absolution 
of Henry’s subjects from their oath of allegiance, and Wido 


1 Id. id. (j>. 4Sti) : “ Sod qnumvis 

prediota de causa antiqua fit ecclesias- 
tics consuetudo copisset, ul prinoipum 
consensu pontificum ordinatio redo ot 
iuste proveniat, summoporo tamnn ip- 
sos priacipes cavero opurtot, no ilium 

collaudando nitantur preferre, cui 
sanctorum de hoc script a sontiunt 
contraire. Quia proptor liec et similia 
scriptum ost non licere regi aliquid 
contra mondatu diviua presumore. 
Quoniam, quamvis cleri ot populi con- 
sensu princeps potostatem habeat pre- 
iereadi pontificem, non ei tames licet 
ilium preferre, cui canonum precepta 
poterunt contraire. Item nee suo 
quill bet princeps debot attribuere iuri 
velle disponere, qua) ad iura pontificum 
canones asserunt pertinere. Unde 
dicunt nulli laioo umquam pliquis de 
eocleaiasticis disponendi facultatom 
esse oonceesam, quamvis rex a numero 
laioorum merito in huiusmodi separ- 
ator, cum oleo oonseorationis iniunctus 
eaoerdotalis ministerii particeps esse 
oognoocitur." 


1 Id. id. (p. 467) : “ Multi enim, ex 
quo Christ i iugo rogia uolla se sum- 
miserant, Ilddebrandum precesserant. 
Komani pontificos vorse fidei et relig- 
ionis constantia preminentes, quorum 
temporibus plures ex Romanis principi- 
bus in ecclosia graviora quccque delin- 
quondo commisornnt, quorum tamen 
neminom censura pontificum verbo ex- 
communicationis exasporare presump- 
sorat. Noquc hoc idea tamen dimise- 
rant , ut humanam amittere gratiam for- 
midantes recta libere loqui pertimes- 
ceront, illud prophetioum incurrentee ; 
1 Canes muti, non valentes latrare,’ sed 
illud Apostoli, id ost : ‘ omnia ad edi- 
ficationom,’ pro oculis habentes . 

Constat ergo ex precedent) bus, quod 
inique et impie Hildobrandus egit, cum 
irso et inimiciarum impetu ductus 
Romanum principem verbo iniustaa 
excommunicationis, nullo tnaiorum 
preoedente exemplo, exasporare pre- 
sumpsit.” 

* Id. id., p. 468. 
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contends that even if the excommunication of Henry had been 
just, and pronounced by a proper person, this would not give 
any sanction to the claim to absolve his subjects from their 
oaths. Those who had taken such oathB could not break 
them without perjuring themselves, and he who permitted 
and commanded men to violate their oaths rendered himself 
guilty of perjury^) It was therefore clear that in absolving 
Henry’s subjects from their oaths, Hildebrand had violated 
the law of God and the order of the Church, had been the 
cause of the destruction of peace, had stirred up sedition and 
schisms, and had brought innumerable calamities upon the 
Church and the kingdom . 1 r He therefore concludes that it 
was just that Hildebrand should have been deposed, inasmuch 
as he had abused the authority of the Papacy, and had Bet the 
“ sacerdiftium ” and the “ regnum ” against each other, for 
irfule the two heads of the Church were at war with each 
other no good could come to body or sou£* , 


1 Id. id. (p. 489) : “ Quia ai excom- 
municatio iuate ot ordine a recto et 
catholieo facta fuiaaet, ab iuramento 
tamen principes regni absque labo 
periurii oum vita absolvi non possent. 
Nam cum illud, quod vita manente 
Mrvare se cum iuramento spoponde- 
rant, non inourrente necessitate ces- 
sarent impendere, non possent reatum 
periurii continuo non incurrere, quia 
ubi iuramenti promissio violatur, ne- 
oaose eat, ut periurium continuo com- 
mittatur. Quapropter, cum absolulio 
iuramenti absque reatu periurii fieri 
Bon potuit, periurium autem de tali 
iuramento oonoedi non licuit, cum 
iuramentum, quod fit regibus, a 
sanctis patribus insolubiliter obsorvan- 
dum esse precipiatur : qui iuramenta 
regi et imperatori facta violari con- 
cessit ot iussit, neceesario reus periurii 
factus, novi et veteris testamenti 
mandatis manifesto invenitur esse 
contrarius ..... 
Quid ergo Hildebrandus in absolutions 
iuramenti regi facto aliud egit, quam 


quod piano mandatum Dei reiecit et 
tradicionea suas statuit et ecclegicc 
statum impudentor overtit ? ‘ Man- 

datum onim Dei,’ ut Alexander papm 
inquit, ‘ reiccro nichil eat aliud quam 
humano iudicio novis rebus incum- 
bers. ' Novas autom roa procul dubio 
conatituit. qui contra patrum statute 
fieri uria committondi licentiam dedit 
et per hoc unitatig et concorditn 
vinculum rupit, sedicionea movit, scis- 
mata excitavit, cedes et incendia 
rapines et sacrilegia aliaque sine 
uumero mala undique eooleaiee ot regno 
induxit.” 

* Id. id. (p. 470) : “ Merito igitur 

privilegium pontificalo exclusus amisit, 
qui pontificatus potestate in horum 
alterutro abuti non formidavit et ex 
hoc infinite; hominmn multitudini 
laicum mortis eflodit, et laqueum 
perdicionis decipiendo abscondit. . . . 
Nequius autem consilium nemo poterit 
facere, quam sub specie p&cis in 
sacerdotium et regnum disoordiffi 
gladium immittore. Ex hoc enim 
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These treatises, and especially the second and third, repre- 
sent very clearly the main principles of those who supported 
Henry IV. after the final breach of 1080. The strength of 
these arguments lay undoubtedly in the appeal to the 
historical relations of the Empire and the Papacy, in the 
many precedents by which they seek to prove the Imperial 
right to be consulted with regard to elections to the Papacy, 
and to intervene in eases of disputed election^ Not less 
important, however, is the restatement by Wido ofTTsnaburg 
of the contention of Wenrich of Trier, that even if the ex- 


communication of the prince was within the power of the 
Pope, this did not carry with it^any right to depose him and' 
to absolve his subjects from their allegianc^ 


We must now turn to the arguments of the supjfbrters of 
Gregory VII., and consider some works which were written 
about the same time as those which we have been considering, 
("ifhe first with which we deal was written probably by the 
same Bernard, the master of the schools at Constance, with 
some of whose correspondence at the time of the beginning of 
the conflict in 1076 we have already dealt. 1 The treatise 
with which we are now concerned was written in 1085, 
and if it is indeed by the same author, shows that in the 
meanwhile his judgment had cleared and hardened. It 
consists mainly of a catena of passages arranged under various 
heads from ecclesiastical -writers, which seemed to the author 
to vindicate the posit ion of the papal paff^ 

The author, like Gebhardt of Salzburg, evidently felt that 
the origin of the whole conflict, and the first foundation of the 
position of Gregory VII., should be looked for in the principles 
of excommunication and its consequences, and ho therefore 
begins by setting out the strict ecclesiastical doctrine that the 

Christian man must have no dealings with excommunicated 

• • 

pietatis viscera lacerantur, caritatis turbantur et ad mtentiim inclinantur. 
et amioicise vigor et constantia die- Quapropter, quamdiu languor non 
sipatur, . . . et deznum, his duobus fuorit curat us in capite, totum corpus 
ecolesis capitibus disoordantibus, am- non desmet morbus fatigare.” 
nia sive arums sive corpori pro/utura 1 Ci. p. 212. 
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persons^ on pain of rendering himself liable to excommunica- 
tion . 1 * * He is aware of the difficulty which arises from the 
fact that the excommunication may be unjust, but maintains 
that the sentence must be respected until it has been 
rescinded.* Having thus cleared the ground, he comes to 
the main subject of the treatise, the excommunication of 
Henry and the deposition of Gregory VIl. Tie first cites 
some passages from Si Augustine and from a supposed work 
of St Chrysostom, which might seem to show that it was not 
lawful to resist the king , 3 but then puts together a catena of 
passages showing that no one was exempt from the spiritual 
authority of the Pope, an d Enumerates a great number of cases 
in which, as he maintained, kings and emperors had been ex- 
communicated and deposed . 4 * ne then deals with the de- 
position S)f Gregory VII., and maintains that the Pope was 
not subject to any man’s judgment, but that even if he were 
thus subject, Grigory had been judged and condemned with- 
out any of the necessary canonical forms . 6 A little farther 
on he discusses the question of the sanctity of the oath of 
allegiance, and argues that Ihoso who swear fidelity to a lord 
do so only as far as the Catholic law permits. To serve a 
lord in his perversity is not io be faithful, but unfaithful to 
the oath. To obey an excommunicated person, or one w r ho 
communicates with excommunicated persons, is a greater 
crime than perjury. No oath is to be kept which is contrary 
to the safety of a man’s country and the laws of the Church ; 
no man must take tlio oath of fidelity except in the Lord, nor 
must he keep it against the Lord , 6 and he illustrates this with 


1 ‘ Liber C'anonum contra Heinricum 
Quartum,’ i.-vi. 

* Id., z., xi., xii. 

* Id., xxi. Cf. vol. lii. p. 122. 

* Id., xxji.-xxv. 

* Id., xxvi.-xxix. , 

* Id., xxxvii. : “ Advcrsarii suom 

adhuc statuentes et Dei iusticice sub- 
iecti esse nolentes, ut nos aocusando 
velamen pretendant bus in nos por- 
versitati, inficere nos solent macula 
periurii. Quos precaxnur rationis 


oculo intuen, quia, quicunque fideli- 
tatem lurant domims, non iurant 
nisi quam ex calholica lege debent 

dominiB 

Rovertantur lgitur ad cor prevarica- 
torcs recoin oscendo se eisdem, quibus 
solam fidehtatem iuraverant, e con- 
trario infideles quasi iurata infideli- 
tato et periurium declinando periurii 
laqueum inoidere, cum porversitati 
dominorum obsequendo gladium in- 
sanientibus, quo se ipsos iugulent, 
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a story about the Emperor Otto and Adelgisus of Beneven- 
tum, and justifies it -with a number of quotations from St 
Ambrose. 

If there is nothing new in the treatise, it at least restates 
with clearness and with a considerable array of learning the 
case of the papal party, and it concludes with a vigorous 
invective against the Antipope, Guibert. 

The most considerable political work of the time is the 
treatise of Manegold of Lautenbaeh, ‘ Ad Gebehardum.' We 
have in the last volume discussed his theory of the nature of 
political authority in detail , 1 we are therefore here only con- 
cerned with his treatment of the relations of the Temporal 


minimi rani , nunque et ox siurorii intog- 
ritate ot integm aiuceritulo (idolOH his, 
quibus iuravimua, cum siduti oorum 
consulenton oia ad ea, qua* contra 
Ueum aunt, oba*diro milurrvua. NulU 
igitur viventium obuedituri ninl in 
astruendo srcoleHuuitiea* login propo- 
eitum porditiHHimi non iparw maiori 
quam ulliiiH unquam jmriurii crimino 
damnaremufl, ni exoomiminipati» wve 
communicanti excommunioatiH, quibux 
noc ave dicondum ost , ob(i*diromun. 
Filii enim a'cclosia* saoramoutiH non 
tecclesisc et legi iustioiip devovimuH, 
nemini quicqu&m oxtra a*celesiam et 
iusticia) torminum dobemus dioent pb 
cum Paulo : * Non ponsunius aliquid 

contra voritatem, aed pro voritatp.’ 

xxxviii. : Hinc quilibet oxercitata* 
discretionis intuetur, quia. Hi quis vol 
propria aimplicitate vol aliena soduptus 
perveraitate abiuraverit dominion, cui 
priu a fidelitatem in Domino iuravit, 
preeertim ilium, qui aibi in his tantum, 
quae legibus aocciesiai et salut j patriaj 
patrooinantur, obcediri expetit : bio 
inquam, in hao abiuratione poriurus 
et a Deo, cuius ae milioias aubduxit, 
erit aeparatua, quamdiu non renuntiato, 
quod contra domini aui dominum, 
Deum scilicet, iuravit et quo ae ab 


a-r<i<*Mii soparuvit, Sacramento, ad 
ilium, a quo malo rocesHorat, bene non 
redierit oique in Domino pro iurata 
fidohtate non adbicsorit ; ut ai quia 
po«t poaito baptismi Sacramento ille- 
cebriB mundi so dovovont, damnabitur 
utique lalsitatis, ni&i rolictiB Christ! 
bacramonlis et quasi iuratrc in bap- 
tifuno fidelitati so rostituat et unde 
abiit redeat. Kullatenus igitur insis- 
tendum osb« sacramentum, quod in- 
coloimtati patriae ot legibue rofra- 
gatur tpcdesiup, audiatur ex sontentia 
lolianniB octavi, papoo voro centesimi 
noni. ....... 


Cum igitur fideiitas nec vel iuranda 
nisi in Domino vel servanda, si deviatur 
a Domino, ot omnino cum nullatenus 
sit insistendum, quod inconaulte quem- 
libot iuraro contigerit, patet, quia ae 
ipsum Domino creatori negat, ae 
strictiori periurio ligat, qui servand® 
abiurationia gratia oi non consenserit 
reooneiliari, ei„ Hereto et individue 
uoniungi, et cui fidolitatem iuravit in 
Domino, et qui eiu a subsidium non 
appetit nisi in catholic® legia patro- 
cinio.” 

1 Cf. vol. iii. pp. 160-169. 
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and Spiritual powers, and of the actual conflict between 
Gregory VII. and Henry IV. Manegold’s treatise is what 
we may call a reasoned defence and justification of Gregory’s 
policy, in reply to the criticism of Wenrich of Trier, and in 
the main he follows that order in the development of his 
subject which Wenrich had adopted. 

die' begins by defending the character of Gregory against 
thW charges which Wenrich had made or reported , 1 and pro- 
ceeds to a vindication of his policy of Church reform, laying 
special stress upon the prevalence of simony and of what he 
calls the “ fornieat ion ” of the clergy ; and he justifies his action 
in calling upon the laity tq refuse the services of the clergy 
guilty in this respect . 2 He then gives an account of the 
outbreak of the great conflict, of the proceedings of tE^ 
Councif of Worms, at which Gregory was deposed, and of lire 
Council of Koine, at which Henry was excommunicated and 
deposed . 3 This loads to the most distinctive and important 
part of his work, the right of subjects to depose a tyrannical 
king, and to the discussion of the real meaning of the authority 
of the Pope in absolving subjects from their oath of allegiance . 4 
He repudiates Wenrich’s suggestion that papal elections 
needed the Imperial consent , 5 and he defends the prohibition 
of lay investiture.® 

We have already dealt with Manegold’s discussion of the 
Investiture question , 7 and we are not here specially concerned 
with his defence ot Gregory’s character, but we must consider 
a little more clearly his account of the beginnings of the 
conflict between Gregory and Henry, and his justification of 
the excommunication and deposition of Henry. Manegold’s 
description of the proceedings at Worms and at Rome is ap- 
parently taken in the mam from the Chronicle of Bernald and 
from Gregory’s letters. ( He represents Gregory as having for 
several years remonstrated with Henry about his various 
offences, and as "having finally wanted him that unless he 

1 Manegold, ‘ Ad Gebohardum,’ 1.14. » Id. id., 67, 68. 

* Id. id., 16-23, 67-77. • Id. id., 60-66. 

* Id. id., 26-28. » Cf. pp. 86-90. 

* Id. id., 29-46, 47-49. 
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repented he should proceed to excommunicate him. Henry, 
instead of acknowledging his evil deeds, called together the 
bishops and princes at Worms, and then by their advice and 
instigation declared the deposition of Gregory, and announced 
tti in by his envoys to the Boman Council. It was for this 
reason tha t at last Gregory and the Council at Borne decreed 
the^fixcommunication of Henry and his deposition from the 
throne . 1 Having thus set out the circumstances and cause of 
the action, Manegold brings forward a number of historical pre- 
cedents. He alleges that Gregory the Great had approved the 
deposition and execution of the Emperor Maurice, that the 
Emperor Constantius had been reckoned as a heretic by Pope 
Felix, that Louis the Pious had been compelled by the bishopB 
to do penance, that it was by the authority of Pope Stephen 
that Chilperic had been deposed and Pippin elected iting of 
the Franks, and that Pope Nicholas had excommunicated the 
Emperor Lothair on account of his concubine Waldrada. 
(We are not here concerned with the historical accuracy of 
his statements.) 2 He then cites a number of cases in which 
Irin gB had been deposed by their own subjects, and this leads 
up to that discussion of the nature of kingship with which 
we have dealt at length in the last- volume, in which he main- 
tains that the king holds his authority in virtue of that 
agreement or contract by which he has promised to uphold 
law and justice, and the people have promised obedience, and 
argues that the crimes which Henry had committed amply 
justified his deposition . 3 

We are not concerned with this question, which we 
have already considered in the last volume, but with 
'Tvianegold’s treatment of the action of the Pope, and we 
should therefore observe that lm at once returns to the main 
argument, and this is, that Henry IV. and his supporters 
had conspired against the authority of the Holy See and 
the unity of the Chufch, and that it wits therefore just 
that they should be coerced both by spiritual censures and 
by secular force . 4 It is clear that he looks upon the action 

» Id. id., 29, 30. 

* Id. id., 31-41. 


1 Id. id., 25-28. 
* Id. id., 28. 
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of Gregory VII. as being justified primarily by the action 
of Henry and his supporters at Worms ; while he is clear 
that such action — namely, the excommunication and de- 
position of Henry — was within the authority of the Pope. 
In his treatment of the question of Gregory’s action in 
absolving the subjects of Henry from their oath of allegiance, 
he vindicates this, as we have pointed out in the last volume, 
as being nothing more than the public and authoritative 
declaration that Iho oath was already void. 1 

The work of Jionizo, Bishop of Sutri, entitled ‘ Ad 
Amioum,’ contains in its seventh and eighth books an im- 
portant but not always entirely trustworthy account of the 
events of the pontificate of Gregory VII. He was an aTdent 
partisan of Gregory, but., while his statements must often 
be received with caution, he had taken a considerable part 
in the events of the time, and has preserved much im- 
portant information — ('specially with regard to the “ Pataria ” 
in Lombardy and the affairs of the Church of Milan. 
His account of the deposition of Gregory VII. by the 
Council of Worms in 1076, and of the excommunication and 
deposition of Henry IV. by the Council of Borne in the same 
year, contains nothing specially new, and he justifies the 
action of Gregory very much as we have already seen. It 
was just, he says, to excommunicato the King for endeavouring 
10 expel Gregory from the Holy See, and he cites a number 
of precedents to show that, the Popes had in former times 
both excommunicated and deposed kings. 2 He very em- 
phatically attributes the election of Budolph at Forcheim, in 
1077, to the German princes, and speaks of it. as the cause 
of much evil to the world. 3 

A short treatise, attributed to Anselm, the Bishop of 
Lucca, which is thought to have been written shortly after 
the death of Gregory VH. in 1086, contains a violent 

1 Id. id. t 47-40. Cf. vol. iii. pp, * Bosizo, ‘ Ad Amioum,’ vii. (p. 608). 

168-166. * Id. id., viii. (p. 611). 
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invective against the Antipope, Guibert, and attributes the 
conflict in large measure to the simony of Henry, and his 
attempt to destroy the liberties of the Church. 1 * 

Several treatises have survived, written by the same 
xfiernald, whose correspondence with Bernard in the year 
'■KT76 we have already considered^ In one of them, which 
was written probably in 1086, after the death of Gregory 
VIL, he contends strongly for three points : fjjret, that the 
faithful must avoid the society of excommunicated persons, 
and therefore especially that of Guibert the Antipope and 
his followers ; secondly, that kings are subject to the authority 
of the Church, and are liable, like other men, to excommuni- 
cation ; thirdly, that. Gregory had not driven men to perjury, 
but had released men from their oath of obedienco "by the 
same authority by which he excommunicated and deposed 
their rulers. 3 He deals with these matterB in a highly 
significant way in another treatise of uncertain date, and 
argues, first, that if the successors of Peter had, as he has 
shown, authority to bind and loose, and thus to depose even 
the Patriarchs of the Church, much more must they have 
power to depose secular princes, whoso dignity was a matter 
pi human creation, and he confirms this by citing some often- 
quoted passages from St Gregory the Great and some of the 
usually alleged examples ; secondly, that if they had authority 
to depose the rulers, clearly they must have power to absolve 
their subjects from their obedience and oath of fidelity ; thirdly, 


1 Anselmus Lucensis, ‘ Liber contra 

Wibertum ’ (p. 522) : “ Rex autem 

tuus sine intermissions vondit epis- 
copatus suos, edicta proponens, ut 
nullus habeatur episcopus, qui a clero 
electus vel a populo fuerit expetitus, 
nisi preecesserit honor regiug, quasi 
ipse sit enim ostii ostiarius, de quo 
veritas dicit ; ' Huic ostiarius aperit.’ ” 
(F. 526) : “ Vos enim ecclesi® catho- 
lics, quam invasistis per totum reg- 
num, — quod quia intus oecidit, foris 
diu stare non poterit, membra dis- 


trahitia, — et in servitutem redaota 
quasi vile mancipium in vestrum 
dominium redigitis et divini iuris 
libortatem vestro obsequio mancipatis, 
dicentos omnia imperatoris iuri ease 
subiecta, episcopatus, abbatias, omnea 
omnino Dei eeelesias, cum Dominus 
dicat : ‘ Eoclesiam meam, columbam 
meam, oves meas.’ ” 

* See p. 212. 

* Bernal d, 1 Apologetic® Rati ones,' 
‘ Libellus,’ v. pp. 05-90. Of. ‘Lib.,’ 
vi. and vii. 
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that such oaths were in reality only taken to the ruler as long 
as he held his office, and were in no way binding if he were 
legitimately deposed, and that in such cases the Church 
only formally declared men to be absolved from their oaths 
for the sake of the weaker brethren, who might not in 
such cases understand that a thing was done unless it were 
specially mentioned^ 


1 Bemald, ‘ Li bollun,’ xii , ‘ Dp roIu. 
tione jurament orum ” “ Sicut autem 

Romani pontifioes summob patnarchas 
deponere possunt, ita et inf ei lores, 
utpote mundi prm< ipes, quoiyim 
utique digmtas pot ius ex humona 
adinventione quam ex divma mstitu 
tione videtur procossisse Quid enirn 
minim, si apostolica auctoritas reges 
ludicoro poise eroditur, qua: luxia 
apostolum ot angolos uidicatura non 
dubitatm 

lime banctus Gregor ms papa primus 
sopenumoro in privilcgus, qua: fecit, 
legit ur decrevibbo, ut tam reges quam 
bacerdotes vel qmlibet seculares a sum 
digmtatibus cadoront, bi contra sedis 
apostolica: statuta vemro tomptarent 
Eadem autem auctontate beatus 
Stuphanub papa liuius nomims socun- 
dua Hildencum rogem Franehorum 
pro ignavia sua deposuit et deposi- 
tum atquo dotonsum m monasterium 
misit et Pipinum 01 in regnum tub 
itituit Nec mirandum, si Romam 
pontifices saculanbus stcculares dig- 
nitatis possunt aufene, ne chnstiaiub 
pnneipentur, quos ponitus a eorporo 
detruneare poBHunt, ne vel ultimuin 
locum inter Christian os habere vide 
antur Sic enim eanctus Innocentiua 
papa Archadium imporatorom excom- 
mumoare legitur, eo quod conBensent, 
ut eanctus Iohannes* Cnsostomus a 
sede sua. pelleretur Item beatus 
Nicolaus papa pnmus Lotharium 
regem pro quadam concubma excoin- 
mumcavit. Item beatus Adnanus 
papa generaliter omnes reges anathe 


matizavit, quioumque sediB apostolioee 
statuta violare presumpsermt. 

Patet ergo satis aperte, quod presides 
apostolici tam eecolesiasticos quam 
sfficularos prolatos valeant deponere 
Unde et necessano conseqmtur, ut 
et subiectos do mam bus prelatorum 
possmt emanciparo , non enim rata 
posset Ohio prelatorum depositio, si 
Rubiootorum nulla posBOt fieri sub- 
ti actio Sed el hoc certum est 
omnibus cathohns ot eruditis, quod 
beatus Petrus a Domino eque gen- 
orahter ot oilicaciter tam bolvendi 
quam hgaiuli poteatatem accepent. 
Unde et vicarn ipaiub. qrn ex apos- 
tohea auctontate prelatob possunt 
Ugare, no subiectis prosidoant, eadem 
auctontate etiam bubiei too absolvere, 
ne eisdom prelatis subiacoant. , , 
feu. utique semper apostolica auctoritas 
quoshbet chnstianos ubi specialitei 
commissoB de mambus depoeitorum 
et excommumcatorum abBque omni 
nota penuru absolvere oonsuevit, 
etiamsi eisdem prelatis subiectionem 
luramento promiserunt 
J’reterea si dihgentor considerare ved- 
umuB, iut amentum subieetioms non 
solet oxhiberi prelatis, nisi pro reepectu 
pielatioms, quod etsi luramento in 
verbis specialiter non expnmatur, in 
luratione tarnen submtelligendum esse 
non diAutatur, videhcet, ut iste dll 
fideliter subiaoeat, quamdiu llle isti 
ofhcio prelatioms president. Postquam 
autem prelatus prelatione fuent pn- 
vatus, nequaquam die, qui subieotus 
eius fuit, mramentum subieetioms 
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The most interesting work of the time is, however 
treatise written by Wido, the Bishop of Ferrara, in the' 
year 1086p after the death of Gregory Vil, but before the 
election of his successor. It was written at the request of 
the Antipope, Guibert (Clement), and its purpose may have 
been to suggest that, now that Gregory VTL was dead, it 
might be possible even for his supporters to accept Clement. 
The strange thing about the work is the force and clearness 
with which, in the first part of the work, he sets out the de- 
fence of Gregory VII. ; indeed it is one of the most effective 
statements of his case — more effective both in substance 
and force than his presentation, in the second part of the 
treatise, of the charges which Hflnry IV. ’s followers brought 
against Gregory. 

In the first part of the treatise Wido begins by* setting 
out the high character and energy of Hildebrand, and the 
orderly and canonical circumstances of his election to the 
Papacy. 1 He then gives a grave account of Heniy IV. ’s 
personal vices and simoniacal practices, and of Gregory’s 
attempts to bring him to a better mind and conduct. 
Henry, however, refused to listen ; and finally, being threat- 
ened with severe measures by Gregory, he called together 
the bishops of Germany and Lombardy and commanded 
them to condemn him. It was only then that Gregory and 
the bishops at Eome, finding Henry wholly impenitent, excom- 
municated and deposed him. 2 (Wido then cites a number 


ipni ulteriuH sorvare debebit, quod non 
nidi ad officium prolationis iuravit. 
Non eum pro periuris dampnandi esse 
videntur, quicumquo privatis prola- 
tione iuramentum subiectionia servare 
nolunt, quod eisdem, dum prolati 
assent, pro ofRcio prolationis quondam 
iuiavorunt. Nee utique znultum esset 
neeessarium, ut ascclesia Bubvctos ab 
huiusmodi iuramento specialiter sol- 
veret, quorum prelates cononico iam 
deposuisset, nisi propter quorum dam 
infirmorum dubitationem, qui in tali- 
bua causis nihil putant actum, nisi 


quod specialiter fuerit prenominatum. 
Est enim ruilibet erudito satis mani- 
fostum, quod prorsus illi subosse non 
dobemus, quern indubitanter deposi- 
tum, ne nobis preosee debeat cognos- 
cimus. Nam in ipsa canonica deposi- 
t ione prelatorum itidem et subiectorum 
ubsolutio continetur, que semper ibi 
bubintelligitur/» etiamsi in sententia 
depositionis signanter non annume- 
retur.” 

1 Wido of Ferrara, ‘De Scismate 
Hildebrandi,’ i. 1, 2. 

» Id. id., i. 3. 
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of passages from the Fathers to illustrate the authority which 
the Church claimed even over kings and emperors, and a 
number of cases in which kings and emperors had been 
excommunicated g,nd deposed . 1 He gives an account of the 
attacks made upon Gregory because he had raised up 
Budolph of Suabia against his King, in spite of his oath of 
allegiance ; but ho argues, lirst, that Gregory had always 
maintained that it was not he who had a] (pointed Budolph ; 
and second, that Henry had been legitimately deposed, and 
that Budolph was therefore released from hiB fidelity, and 
that if Gregory consented to his election he was not doing 
wrong . 2 ne meets the charge which was made against 
Gregory — that he had stirred up the Germans to war against 
Henry — by tlu* argument that he was only carrying out the 
judgment of the Fathers that it was right to attack and 
coerce the wicked : it might, be proper for the saints not 
to defend themselves, but the maintenance of justice was 
another matter . 3 ■ When Gregory released the Germans from 
their oath of aJTegiance to Ilenry, he w'as only declaring 
that the oath w r as already null aud void. It was alleged 
that Gregory had stirred up the laity to attack and ill-treat 
the simoniacal and married clergy ; but Wido replies tha* 
he had always, while* condemning their conduct, lamented the 
violence which had been done* to them, anel brings forward 
various passages from the Fathers to justify Gregory’s action 
in forbielding the faithful to receive the sacraments from 
them.* He cites various authorities which seemed to justify 
Gregory’s action in prohibiting lay “investiture ,” 6 aud he 
briefly describes the arguments of those who maintained that 
the election of Guiberi (Clement IIJ.) was invalid . 6 He con- 
cludes the first part of the treatise with a short account of 
the occupation of Borne by Henry, the appearance of the 
Normans to relieve it, their sack of the city, and the final 
withdrawal and death of Gregory . 7 

» Id. id., i. 4-6. 

* Id. id., i. 7. 

* Id. id., 1. 8, Ifi, 16. 

* Id. id., i. 9. 10-14, 17, 18. 


s Id. id., i. 19. 
■ Id. id., i. 20. 
7 Id. id., i. 20. 
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An we have already said, the defence of Hildebrand is well 
considered and effectively stated. 

{Xn tbe second part of the treatise Wido sets out the main 
charges against Gregory, and the arguments which would 
justify his deposition and the election of Guibert as Pope. 
In the first place, he contends that Gregory was elected in 
defiance of the constitution of Nicholas II., without the royal 
consent ; and ho reports, but as a doubtful matter, the 
stories that he had procured his election by bribery . 1 In 
the second place, he argues that even if Gregory had been 
rightfully elected, he had forfeited Ms dignity by the misuse 
of Ms powers. He had waged war against all the pre- 
scriptions of the Fathers ; he fiad been the cause of much 
slaughter and perjury in setting up Rudolph and absolving 
the Germans from their oath to Henry ; tie had tSught, in 
contradiction to tho doctrine of the Fathers, that the 
sacraments_pf schismatic and excommunicated persons were 
invalid ; v^e had excommunicated Henry and various other 
men unjustly, and without regard to the necessary forms of 
procedure . 2 In the third place, he urges that, even if the 
charges against Gregory and the conclusion that he had 
forfeited his authority were passed over ; even if it were 
admitted that Guibert *s .election had been in the first place 
irregular, there was no reason why he should not, now that 
Gregory was dead, be recognised as Pope, and he brings for- 
ward parallels which would justify such a course of action^ We 


1 Id. id., ii. (pp. 561-553). 

* Id. id., ii. (pp. 554-563). 

a Id. id., ii. (p. 503) : “1*. Si suporiores 
ratiofiinationes subtilitor uonsidorare 
velimus ot univorso suporius compre- 
hensa diligonti vestigalione revolvers, 
noviseime qui voluerit potorit ita oon- 
dudere, quod ot homicidio sese Ildi- 
brandus polluorit et sacrilegji roatuin 
contraxerit, et periuriorum multorum 
crimen ineurrerit. Undo tempua esse 
videtur, ut de Wiberti electione, unde 
plurimum dubitutur, disserere debeas 
et quibus potes rationibus iliam 
defondaa. Sio onim adveraarii repre- 

VOL. IV. 


hondent iliam : • Si Ildebrandus in 

apostolal u erat et sedes apostolira non 
vacaberit, qualiter ille superordinari 
potuit, qui nuili successit, nod a so ipso 
prinuipium ot imtium habuit 1 ’ R. 
Brio illos ita preponero et apostolatum 
Clomeutis quibus possunt argumenta- 
lionibus condempnare. Nos vero sio 
aolcmus inepyaa illorum repellore ot 
eleetionem prrefati dementis astruere. 
Ut taceamus omnia, quibus superius 
est probatum, quod apostolatu sese 
privaverit, eo quod homicidio se pol- 
luerit, sacrilegio maculavorit, periuro- 
rum multorum crimen ineurrerit : sed 

<4 
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have already dealt -with Wido’s treatment of the “ investiture ” 
question , 1 and need therefore here only observe that(^Wido 
represents the secular right of investiture as having relation 
only to the temporalities of a bishopric. concludes his 
treatise by urging that there were two arguments which proved 
that Gregory deserved to be condemned : the first, that he caused 
Kudolph to be set up as king, and thus caused the slaughter 
of many men and involved many of the Germans in perjury ; 
the second, that he was guilty of schism, in that he forbade the 
people to receive the sacraments of unworthy and excommuni- 
cated priests, and that he denied that these were sacramental 2 

A few years later there Vas written a work entitled, * De 
Unitate Ecolesiaj Conservanda,’ with the examination of which 
we may^condude this chapter. It was written between the 


unde Vigilius apOHtoficus <lioi meruit 
ot in catalogo Romanorum pout ific um 
numorari, qui Silverii locum adliuc 
viventis invasit ot in Fontias insulas 
oxilio i pH urn relogari focit, ubi, sicut 
legitur, pane tribulationis ot aqua 
nngustia* cibatus fuit 7 Unde otiam 
Anatholius Constantinopolitanus opis- 
copus dipi debuit, qui Flaviuni viri 
sanctisBimi, propter defonsiouoin ca- 
tholics! voritatif, eieoti, locum arripuit 
ot «b excommnnicatis similiter damp- 
natis consecrationom accepit 7 Quom 
t union Leo primus Romanorum epis- 
copus rogatu August a 1 Pulcherifo con- 
firmavit ot ad poster it at is momoriam 
confirrnatorias illi litteraa misit con- 
tinentes ita : ‘ Denessoro,’ inquit , ‘ tuo 
beats) memoriae Flaviano propter de- 
fonaionem catholic sc veritat is deiecto, 
non immerito credobant, quod conso- 
cratores tui contra statuta canonum 
ot divinarum legum su^similom con- 
secrasaent. Sod afiuit misencordia 
Domini, in hoo to dirigons atque con- 
firmans, ut malis principiis bene uter- 
eris, noc to iudicio hominum pro vectum, 
sed divina miseratione monstrares.’ 
Quod ita accipiendum est : ‘Si lianu 


divini munerie gratiam alia offensione 
non perdns.’ Nee ista dicimus, quod 
malum domnus ClemenB habuisset in- 
icium, cum Ildibrandus apostolici iam 
non liaberot oflicium et locum, sod ut 
controdicentibuB de similihus propon- 
arnus exempli im. Quod org o Virgilium 
confirmavit, qui quasi malum princi- 
pium habuit, ot quod Anatholium 
malo pouitum ot nulli sucoedentem 
episeopali dignitati dignum videri fecit, 
domnum etiam Qemsntoin dignissimum 
reddidit, si in suis fortasse primordiis 
aliquid doliquit. Posterior virtue et 
moritum diluit, quicquid imprimis cul- 
pabilo visum fuit. O quotiens in ac- 
tibus pontificum Romanorum factum 
legitur, quod duo certatim apostolici 
Bimul positi fuerint ot magnum utrique 
partem clori et populi simul habuerint 
et ilia tamen tandem vioerit, quern 
Romani priucipes confirmandum cen. 
suerint. Sic de Damaso et Ursino, 
Bonifatio et Eulalio, Silverio et 
Vigilio, Simacho et Laurentio in 
eiBdem Actibus Romanorum pontifioum 
oocidisse probatur.” 

1 Cf. p. 82. 

* Id. id., ii. (p. 506). 
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years 1090 and 1093, as is evident from various references 
in the text, but the authorship is uncertain. There is 
much of importance in it with which we cannot here deal, 
and especially the account of the political and ecclesiastical 
conditions in Germany in the years from 1086 to 1092. 
We must confine ourselves in the main to the examination 
of the author’s discussion of the claim of Gregory VII. — that 
he had authority to excommunicate and depose kings and 
emperors — and of the whole question of the relation of the 
Temporal and Spiritual powers which arose out of this. 

It is of great interest to observe that, for the first time, we 
have a critical historical discussion of the alleged precedents 
for the excommunication and deposition of kings. He con- 
siders first the alleged deposition of Chilperic, the last of 
the Merovingian kings, and the appointment of .Pippin as 
King of the Franks, by Pope Zacharias and Pope Stephen. 
He does not indeed deny that these Popes took part in this ; 
but he maintains that they only gave their consent and 
authority to that which had been done by the common con- 
sent and authority of the Frank princes, and he therefore 
protests that Gregory had completely misrepresented the 
whole matter when ho said that it was the Popes who, 
by their sole authority, had deposed Chilperic and absolved 
the Franks from the oath of fidelity. 1 The author then 


1 ‘ Do Unitate Ecclesiae Conservanda,’ 
i. 2 : “ Hie out Carolus qui primus ex 
Francorum regibus est ordinatus ; 
quod ut fierot. per illius temporis 
pontifioem Romsnum invitus est ad- 
duetus ; cuius etiam pater Pippinus, 
de quo supra dictum est, cum esset 
maior dooms in regno Francorum, hoc 
est preefectus palatii, et ad cum 
spectaret summa regia: potestatis et 
officii, electus est primus ex # praefectis 
palatii in regem atque ordmatus est 
per beati Bonifacii Moguntini archi- 
episcopi benedictionem, prius super 
hoc experto Zacharies paper iudicio, 
quia consensus et auctoritas Romani 
pontificis necessaria huic videbatur 


negotio. Missus est enim ad sum 
venerabilis vitas Burchardus Wirzi- 
burgonsis ecclesise episcopus cum alus 
ad hano legationem idoneis nuntiis 
q\u ox mandatis principum inter- 
rogarent eius sententiac oraculum et 
acciperent responsum, quomodo poSBont 
reformare regnum Francorum in pris- 
tincs dignitatis statum, quod multo 
jam tempore non liaberet regii honoris 
privilegium, fom vero, qui rex dieere- 
tur, nihil amplius habere nisi quoddam 
vani nominis simulacrum, cum nee 
opos noc potontia nec aliqua dispositio 
rogni apud ilium esset, sed apud 
maiorem domus, quicumque palatio 
pra'essot ; proindo iustum et idoneum 
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discusses the cases of excommunication Gregory had cited : 
he does not indeed deny that St Ambrose excluded Theodosius 
from the communion, but he urges that when St Ambrose 
thus excluded Theodosius he did not attempt to interfere 
with his political authority or position, and that he and 
the Popes did not attempt to do this in the case of heretics 
like the Emperor Valentinian and his mother Justina and 
other heretical rulers . 1 On the other hand, he doubts the 
truth of the alleged excommunication of the Emperor 


Arcadius by Pope Innocent 

sibi videri, ut ab Ililderico totius 
regia? dignitatis et potential iam ox 
hereditaria aucoesbione private trans- 
ferretur romum xiozuon ad I’ippinum, 
tuno temporis pric/oct urn pulatii, qui 
pro nobilitate sua atquo virtute dignus 
fuiaaet., quatinus ipao, qui domi ol 
miliOtf regni gubemaeula fortiter 
prncuraret, rum laboro paritor et 
officio nomen regia convonieuter sus- 
ciperot. Quorum poatulationom cum 
requam atque utilom Zachariaa papa 
iudicasaet, ad ea qua- poatulabant con- 
aensit, atquo eiuadem consenaua aen- 
tontiam poatea Stephanua papa con- 
firmavit, et I’ippinus factua eat rox 
eommuni suffragio prinripnm, atque 
Hilderic.ua ex vnuo nomine regia 
promeruit touanratus ooronam monas- 
tics? reiigionia et habitum. Quod ai 
ita eat, iramo qu>a ita eat, videtur 
aupradictus papa Orogorius, qui et 
Hilili brant, immerito hano notam im- 
poauiaso vel Zachariso vol Stephano, 
religiosia pontificibua Romano? ecclesia? , 
ut ipai sola auctoritate sua Hilderioum 
a regno doponerent et absolvOTcnt 
omnea Franoigonas a iuramento fidoli- 
tatia, quam illi feoissont, cum fort assn 
ei, qui huiusmodi erat* iuxta quod 
eupra dictum eat, principos rogni 
aliquod iuramentum dare indignum 
duxiaaent.’’ 

Cf. i. 3, 16. 

Cf. ‘ Benonis Aliorumque Cardinal- 


L, and argues that there is 

ium Scripta,’ iii. 8, 0. The writer 
drau-fi a distinction between the 
omperor and the provincial king. 

1 Id., i. 8 : “Eeco ilia excommuni- 
catio, qua m otilis erat ecclesia? pariter 
atque ipai imperatori Tlioodoaio, qua- 
nunc in oa, ob qua agitur, Bcriptura 
prodendi sciamatiH ponitur exemplo, 
quo Hoparontur principes vol militea 
reipublica- ab imperatoria sui conBortio 
Kimul ot. obsoquio. Noquo enim tale 
illiquid tempi avDrat ille murus et 
turris validiasima ecclosia?, Ambrosius, 
quando otiam pulsabatur pro studio 
hereticorum Valontiniani imperatoria 
et matria oiua Justinic minis atque ver- 
boribua.’’ 

Id., i. 12 : “ Ecco autom vorbi 

gratia Theodoricum regom novorat 
Romana ecclesia fuisse Uoroticum, ut- 
pote Arrianum, uec tomon iudicavit 
turn, pod magis qua'sivit intorea sibi 

wnn fore pacificum 

Ecco rnquain, in Arriano quoque rege 
pot net atom a Deo ordinatam ecclesia 
honoravit, cui sicut legitur in decretia 
Symmachi papa?, aupplicem magia 
quam iudicem ipsa ae obtulit. , , . 
Similiter et Anaatasiua papa non 
iudicavit • Anastasmm imperatorem 
herelicum ut ique et defeuaorem heroti- 
corum. aed sicut Gelasius quoque 
focerat, auppliciter pro pace eoolesi- 
ostica alloquitur eum.” 
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no mention of this in the historical documents, that there 
seemed to be no sufficient reason why it should have been 
done, and that the relations between Arcadius and the 
Church were of a friendly character, as is testified by his 
legislation . 1 

/This critical examination of the alleged historical precedents 
is lHtSfresting and effective, for no doubt it fixed upon a weak 
point in the Hildebrandine position ; but this is not all that is 
important in the treatise. Indeed, its most significant aspect 
is its careful statement and discussion of the principle of the 
distinct functions and the equally divine authority of the two 
powers. lie quotes some of the most important passages 
from the writings of Pope Gelasius I. to establish the prin- 
ciple that it was God Himself who ordained the two powers 
— that is, the Temporal and the Spiritual — to govern the 
world, and that Christ separated the two from each other. 
It is the function of the Temporal power to punish the 
evil and reward the good. It is clear that God had not 
ordained that all crimes should be punished by the heads 
of the Church, many of them are rather to be dealt with 
by the secular authority ; the priest has only one sword, 
that of the Spirit. He also urges that it had often hap- 
pened in former times that kings or emperors had been 
the friends and defenders of heretics ; but even under such 
circumstances the bishops and Popes had addressed them in 
deferential and conciliatory terms, that they might secure 
peace to the Church, and he illustrates this with various 
passages from the letters of the Popes Gelasius and 
Anastasius. It never entered into the minds of the Pontiffs 
that they should endeavour to depose the Emperors, but 
they left them to the judgment of God . 2 The author returns 

1 Id., i. 9 : “ Soriptum est enim, venitur, ubi gesta pariter eiusdem 
quod Innocentius papa Arcadium im- Innocentii desonbuntur, nee in libro 
peratorem ezoommunicaveztt, eo quod docretorum* eius reperitur, nee in 
in depoeitione sancti Iohannis episoopi Triportita historia ubi plus quam 
consenserit ; sed unde hoc aasumptum alibi legimus de iiiius depositionis 
ait, nos quidem adhuc inoertum tene- sententia,” Ac. 

mus, sed pro certo novimus, quod nec 1 Id., i. 3 : “ Unde et Gelasius papa ; 
in Geatis Romanorum pontificum in- ‘ Christue,’ inquit, ‘ memor fragilitatis 
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to this in a later part of his treatise, and, reaffirming the 
principles of the distinctiveness and independent divine 
authority of the two powers, contends that Hildebrand and 


humana>, quod nuorum saluti con- 
grueret, dispensatione magnifies tem- 
peraret ; sic actionibus propriis digni- 
tatibusque distinctis officia potest at ia 
utriusquo discroverit, ut et christiani 
imperatores pro irtema vita ponti- 
fieibuB indigerent et pontifices pro 
temporalium cutbu rerum imperialibus 
disposit ionibus utorentur ac sic mo- 
deBtia utriuBque ordinis eurarotur, no^ 
utroque suffultus extolleretur.’ Qua' 
cum ita Deus diepoauorit. ct lure duo, 
quibua priryipaliter hie mundus ro- 
gatur, regalom scilicet potentatom ot 
sacratam pontifieum auctorilatom or- 
dinaverit, quis contra ha'O ire tomp- 
tabit, nisi qui Doi ordinationi roaiMtit f 
Eu enim modo bcatua apostolus Paulus 
eccloaiam Doi ordinat, ut nihil advor- 
sus principos ol potestatos steculi 
gorens per quietem et trauquillitatem 
vitae opus iustiti® et pietatis exerceat. 

’ Omnis,’ inquit, ‘onima poteetatibus 
sublimioribus subdita sit, ut quiet am 
et tranquillam vitam agamus in oinni 
pietate et caatitate, quod bonum et 
acceptum ost coram salvatore nostro 
Deo. Qui autom resistit potestati, 
Dei,’ inquit, ‘ordinationi resistit.’ 
Non hie de illis poteatatitms dicit., t|ua' 
perseoutiones inferunt fidei, quia ibi 
dioendum est : 1 l)eo obtemperare 

oportet magis quam hominibus,’ sod 
de istis communibus dicit, qua< non 
sunt timori boni ojieris, sed mali, 
quibua utique qui resistit ipso sibi 
damnationem pro gestorum qualitate 
conquirit. * Vis autem,’ ait, ’ non 
timen- potestatem ? Bbne fac ot 
habetis laudem ex ilia ; Dei enim 
minster tibi in bonum ; si autem mole 
feoeris, time ; non enim sine causa 
gladium portat ; Dei enim minister 
est, vindex in iram ei qui malum 


agit.’ Ex his certo apostoli verbis 
apparit ordinaase Deum non per 
antistiteB et eoclesiarum principes 
omnia crimina vindicari, sed ea, qure 
exredunt districtionem ecclosiasticie 
lonitatis, vindicari per iudioem mundi. 
Sacerdotalo enim judicium non habet 
nisi gladium spiritus, quod est verbnm 
Dei, alque idoo, cum por ecclesiasticas 
rogulas non potuerit hereticos coercere 
ecclesia Dei, adiuvatur, sicut ait 
boatus Leo papa, severis constitu- 
tionibns christianorum principum, 
quamlo ad spiritaln nonnunquam 
recurrunt romodium qui timent cor- 
poralo iudicium. Step© autem con- 
tigit, regos uliquos vel imperatoros 
fuisso hereticorum fautores atque do- 
feiisoros ; sod quanto crudelior hostis 
ad nocendum, lanto perspicacior cura 
eral opiscoporum pro oxpotenda pace 
occlesiarum, quoniam iuxta Anastasii 
papm testimonium ille pro Christo 
fungitur logationo, qui pro pace pro- 
catur ecelosiie. Quaproptor idem 
Anastosius scribit at Anastasium im- 
peratorom hereticum et defensorom 
horet icorum : ‘ GlorioRissimo et clem- 
entissizno filio Anastasio augusto 
Anastasius opiscopus. Exordium pon- 
tificatus mei primitue oblata populis 
pace pronuntio ; consequenter pro fide 
catholica liumilis pietate tuss precator 
occurro, in quorum primo divinum 
favorem proquinquasse confido, quod 
consonantia in me august issimi nom- 
inis non dubium prasstat auxilium, 
ut sicut vocabulum pietatis tuee per 
universes Rentes toto orbo prscfulget, 
ita per ministerium mete humilitatis, 
sicut semper est, sedes beatissimi 
Petri in universali ecclesia assignatum 
a domino Deo teneat principatum.’ 
Et Gelasius papa soribens permulta 
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his bishops had really attempted to overthrow the divine 
order, and to usurp an authority which belonged not to 
them but to the kinj ^. 1 

ad eundem Anastasium imperatorem comprobata, nonne Dai ordinationi 


pro pace ecclesiastica sin ait inter 
cactora : ‘ Fili clementissime, rogo te 
pure, sincere, ut me in hac vita 
audios potius deprecantom, quam, 
quod absit, in divino iudicio sentias 
accusantem.’ Sic certe, sie solobant 
Deo digni pontifices Romani suppliei- 
ter deprecari pro ecclesiastica pace, 
non quajrontes, immo numquam con- 
cipientes animo, aliquos do regibus 
sive imperatoribus deponcro, ot ideo 
pacem qua-rent ibus atque pa cem oBor- 
entibus aderat Deux, romunerans 
humilitatein, paiientiam et mansuo- 
tudinem eorum et vindicanx so super 
hostibux ipsorum. Nam postquam 
ille otiam AnostasiuB imporator hereti- 
eus pro-sules ecelesiarum supplicant es 
audire contempsit, divino iudicio 
adustus fulmine interiit. Q merit 
autem nunc aliquis pontificum do- 
ponere principem populorum, quod 
est oxcitare quasi incendium ad do- 
structionem occlosiarum. Si enim 
ponamus vorbi gratia, credontos 
Christo potestatibus so-culi subieotos 
non esse, non tradere tributa nec 
vectigalia ponsitare, nulli eorum 
timorem vol honorem deforre, nonno 
per hoc rectorum ot principum morito 
in seinet ipsos arms converterent ot 
persecutores quidem suos oxcusabiles, 
somet ipsos vero culpabilos facoront. 
Non enim iam fidei, sed contumatieu 
causa impugnari vidorentur, ot ossot 
iis causa quidem mortis digua, mer- 
itum vero mortis indiguum. Hoc 
ergo providens dieit aposttlus, iinmo 
per apostolum sic ordinat Christus : 
* Reddite omnibus debitum : cui tribu- 
tum, tributum . . . invioem diligatis.’ 
. . , Quae cum ita sint a Deo 

disposita et scriptis atque exemplis 


resistit., qui potestatibus rosistit 1 ” 

1 Id., ii. IS : “ Hanc Dei disposi- 

tionem quisquis diligenter considerat 
iuxta divinam utriusque potestatis 
ordinationem, perspiciet sane in hoe 
quoquo per Hildobrantum et episcopoR 
oius magnnm oporatam esse iniqui- 
tatem, qui, cum pro pontifical! dig- 
nitato non deberent vel negotiis 
‘ssecularibus soso implicare, usurpa- 
verunt sibi ordinationem rogiac digni- 
tatis contra Dei ordinationom et contra 
uhuiu atque disciplinam (ftc.lesiee. 

Hree quidem acribit Gelasius, sed 
Hildebrant ot epiBcopi eius vendica- 
verunt sibi absquo dubio fastigium 
regia- regula-, immo usurpaverunt sibi 
oflicia potestatis utriuHque, quoniam 
spud illos plane est rognum aut ubi 
ipsi volunt, porversiores inde effecti 
pro- nimia ambitus usurpatione, ut 
ad neutrum horum sive ad sooerdotium 
sive ad rognum possint idonei existere, 
cum unum ox his pro sui magnitudine 
diligentior quis non posBit implore. . . . 
Igitur cum uterque dignitas, regalia 
scilicet atque pontificalis, sio ordinat a 
sit a Deo, quatinus spiritalis actio a 
temporalibus distet incursibus et Deo 
rnilitans minime se nogotiis implicet 
siccularibus, ot cum non possint omnes 
ros tut sc esse, nisi quae ad divinam 
confessionem pertinent et regia ot 
sacerdotalix dofendit auctoritas, at- 
teudite, obsocro, ot vidote, quomodo 
Hildebrant et episcopi eius inter alias 
innumerabifcs, quic inde emerserunt, 
heresos quseaiorint, resistontes miro 
modo Dei ordinationi, htec duo prin- 
cipalia, quibus rogitur m undue, extir- 
pare et ad nihilum ducere ; cupientes 
etiam alios omnes episoopos tales esse 



248 


llONFLICT OF PAPACY AND EMPIRE. [PABT in. 


This treatise is thus of great importance in that it raises 
more clearly than Cad hitherto been done the question of the 
whole significance of Gregory VII. ’s claims. He does not 
indeed refer directly to the very emphatic and highly de- 
veloped form of these which had been made by Gregory in 
his later statements , 1 but he urges with much force what 
he felt to bo the significance of the whole of Gregory’s 
action, and maintains that this confusion between the two 
powers could only end in the destruction of bothv We have 
in the last volume dealt with this treatise as seeming in 
some measure to illustrate the survival of the tradition of 
Gregory the Great that the royal authority was in such a 
sense divine and derived froln God, that all resistance to it 
w r as unlawful and impious ; 2 but this position must not be 
confused* wit h his contention that the Hildebrandine claim 
destroyed the divinely appointed distinction between the 
Spiritual and the Temporal powerB. 

We may finally observe the terms in which the author 
discusses the question of the election of the Antipope Guibert, 
and his claim to be recognised as Pope, at least after the 
death of Gregory VII. He represents Henry as coming 
to Home, desiring either to come to terms with Gregory, or, 
if that could not be done, to procure the appointment of 
another Pope. It was only when Gregory refused to receive 
him, unless he resigned the kingdom into his hands, that he 
was compelled to use force. When he had occupied the city 
the Homan Church elected Guibert as Pope, and he con- 
secrated Henry as Emperor . 8 The author passes over the 


sicut sunt ipsi, qui voro non hunt 
episcopi, at reges oiusmodi liuboro, 
qui bus ipsi regia licentia pobbint 
imperare.” 

1 Cf. pp. 201-209. 

* Cf. vol. iii. p. 120. 

* Id., ii. 7 : “ Eoce enim HonrH'lius 
rex, non ut dispergerit oves Clirisli, 
sed ut congregaret eas in u&um, pro- 
fectus eat Romani, praecipue studens 
aut cum Hiltebranlo re dire in gratiam, 
aut, si id fieri non posset, substituere 


alium papam, qui amaret pacem et 
evongolizarot pacem, cum iam per 
plurea annos bellum undique vastaverit 
Romanum orbom ; sed ille noluit 
regom recipere, imroo reepuit eum 
alloqui ve£ videre, nisi offeret sibi 
regale sceptrum et redderet in manus 
suas regiam potestatem et honorem 
et regnum. ...... 

Ergo rex, cum obstinatum papas 
arnmum non posset molmare ad studium 
pacis alia pactionis oonditione, msi 
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fact that Gnibert had been elected as Pope by Henry and 
the bishops of his party at Brixen in June 1080, evidently 
wishing rather to rest his claim to the Papacy on his 
reception or election by the Roman Church in 1084. In 
a later chapter, however, he suggests that even if there had 
been some irregularity about his original election, this was 
no sufficient reason why he should not be recognised as Pope 
after the death of Gregory, and he cites cases in which 
the appointment of Popes had been irregular, but they were 
afterwards recognised and accepted by the Church. 1 The 
treatment of the subject is very similar to that of Wido 
of Ferrara. 2 

If we now endeavour to sum up the main points in the 
literature we have just/ examined, we shall recognise the great 
need of caution in dealing with the principles at issue. ^We 
do not find in these wrii ers a systematic theory of the resperave 
powers of the spiritual and temporal authorities ; we must be 
very careful not to attribute to them theories which we may 
think to be logically connected with their opinions ; indeed, it 
may be said of all, or almost all of them, that they are not 
so much concerned with a general theory of the relation of the 
two authorities as with the actual situation of the moment/ 

( Ther e were two main questions immediately at issue be- 
tween the two parties — the question of the right or authority 
of the King of the Germans and the bishops of the Church to 
appoint or depose a Pope, and the question of the authority 
of the Pope to excommunicate and depose the King. The 
supporters of Henry IV. contended that no Pope could be 
elected without the consent of the King or Emperor, and they 
were no doubt able to bring forward a great amount of histori- 


cederet regno, quod Deo ordinante 
obvenerat sibi avita pan ter et^aterna 
sufioessione, tunc demum usus eat belli 
necessitate. ...... 

Turn quidem Romans ecclesia elegit 
Wigberdtum uuooessorem illi fugitive, 
cum oerte principes non sint timori 
boai opens sed mali, sicut dioitur a 


Paulo apostolo. Turn etiam rex ordi- 
natuB eat imp^rator ab oodem papa 
Clemente, ex qua amborum ordina- 
tion© prsBcipue insigms efit annus, qui 
tunc erat ab incarnatione Domini 
mlxxxiiii.” 

1 Id., ii. 21. 

• Of. p. 241. 
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cal evidence in support of the contention, and some of them 
maintained that Gregory VII. had never obtained this con- 
sent. Several of them maintained that in certain circum- 
stances at least it was lawful to judge and depose the Pope, 
and contended that the conduct of Gregory VH. hadjjeen 
such as to justify the action of Henry and his deposition^/ 
/The supporters of Gregory do not for the most part discuss 
question of the right of the Emperor to be consulted 
with regard to the election of a Pope. Manegold, however, 
repudiates it. We have seen that there was perhaps some 
hesitation in their minds about the question whether the 
Pope could be judged, by anyone, but on the whole they 
repudiated the contention. 

<£he Hildebrandine party look upon the conflict as having 
arisen 'ultimately from the urgent need for the reformation 
of the Church, and the refusal of Henry to accept this. This 
is urged with great force, not only by Manegold, but also by 
Wido of Ferrara, in his exposition of the case for Gregory. 
And, with regard to the great and re volutionary events of 
1076, it must be observed that the supporters of Gregory 
urge that he only excommunicated and deposed Henry in 
consequence of his action in first deposing the Pope. It is 
very noteworthy that Gebhardt of Salzburg puts this point 
very emphatically, and urges that it was Henry, and the 
bishops who followed him, who were the authors of the 
whole trouble. This is also urged not only by Manegold 
and Bonizo, but also by Wido of Ferrara. It is apparently 
true to say that, as far as the authors of these treatises are 
concerned, the supporters of Gregory w r ere not at first quite 
clear in their minds whether his action had been wholly wise. 
Gebhardt seems to admit that it might be thought unduly 


hard, and Bernard was not at first clear about his procedure, 
but they arc throughout clear that his action was legitimate 
/They are emphktic in asserting th&t no one, not evenrhe 
king, was exempt from the spiritual jurisdiction of the Church 


and the Pope, an<Lthey brought forward a number of alleged 
precedents for this . J They do not, strictly speaking, argue 
that the power of''excommunieation necessarily implied the 
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power of deposition, but rather seem to assume it on the 
ground of a certain number of alleged precedents, especially 
that of the alleged action of Pope Zacharias in deposing 
Chilperic, the last of the Merovingian kings. It is possible 
that we get nearer the real ground of these views in the con- 
tention of Bernard in the ‘ Liber Canonum contra Heinricum 
Quartum,’ that an oath of fidelity to an excommunicated 
person cannot be thought of as binding. It is indeed evi- 
dent that the generally received principle that the faithful 
must have no dealings with an excommunicated person made 
th e p osition of an excommunicated king very difficult. 

(OlBAupporters of Henry IV. met these contentions in various 
ways. In the first place, Wonrich maintains that a sentence 
of excommunication was not necessarily just, and an unjust 
sentence was, ipso facto, void. Others, however, carfled the 
criticism further, and examined the alleged cases. Wido of 
Osnaburg does not say that the Popes had no authority to ex- 
communicate the Prince, but denies that they had ever done 
this before, and this not from any fear of man, but because they 
saw that it would not lend to “edification,” and would bring 
about the gravest evils. The author of the treatise ‘ He Unitate ’ 
does not deny that Theodosius had been excluded from the 
communion of the Church by St Ambrose, but he examines 
with considerable historical acumen the statement that the 
Emperor Arcadius had been excommunicated by Pope 
Innocent. What is, however, more important, is the criti- 
cism which was directed against the assumption that the 
power of excommunication necessarily implied the power of 
deposition, and against the alleged precedents for this. 
Wenrich urged that even if it were admitted that Henry IV. 
was all that Gregory alleged him to be, tho Popes had no 
authority to absolve his subjects from their oath of allegiance, 
and that it was a thing unheard of that the Pope should bid 
a king descend from £he throne of his ffithers. Wido of 
Osnaburg maintains that, even if the excommunication of 
Henry had been just and valid, this gave Gregory no 
authority whatever to absolve his subjects from the oath 
of allegiance. The author of ‘ De Unitate * deals with the 
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subject by means of a careful criticism of the alleged de- 
position of Chilperic by the Popes, and urges with important 
examples, that the fact that a ruler was separated from the 
Church, had not as a matter of fact been considered a suffi- 
cient reason for assailing his political authority,-*' 

It is indeed in this treatise, as we have said, that we find 
the broadest apprehension of the nature of the questions 
which the great conflict had raised. As the author sees the 
matter, the question at stake was really the question of the 
independence of the two great powers. ,-fTis very significant 
that he restates with great emphasis andr insight the Gelasian 
principle of the separation of the two powers by Christ Him- 
self, and that he urges that there are vices and crimes which 
the Church cannot deal with, for the Church has only one 
sword— that is, the sword of the Spirit. It must, however, be 
observed that ho does not meet the contention of the sup- 
porters of Gregory, that the conflict had arisen primarily 
from the attempt of Henry and his bishops to interfere with 
the freedom of the Boman See, and therefore of the Church 
as a wholo. J 

finally, It must be noticed that no one of the writers who 
ntaintain the cause of Gregory makes any claim that the 
Church, or the See of Borne, possesses a general authority 
in temporal matters. There is nothing which corresponds 
with some of the phrases used by Gregory VII. in his letter 
to Bishop Altmann of Passau, or even to that of his declar- 
ation at the Council of Borne in 1080. 1 . 


* Cf. pp. 201, 208. 



253 


CHAPTER III. 

DISCUSSION OF THE ACTIONS AND CLAIMS 
OF GREGORY VII. — II. 

• 

We do not propose to follow the sequence of historical events 
after the death of Gregory VII. in any detail. Wo hay© been 
compelled to do so for his pontificate because the develop- 
ment of the claim to political authority was so closely con- 
nected with the actual circumstances of the time. Gregory 
died at Salerno on May 25, 1085, and it was not till May 
24 of the following year that. Desiderius, the Abbot of Monte 
Casino, was elected in his place as Victor III. It has been 
suggested that, he was inclined to come to some understand- 
ing with Henry IV. 1 Wo doubt whether the evidence for this 
is adequate, but it is noteworthy that, while in the Council 
held at Beneventum in August 1087 he repeated the excom- 
munication of the Antipope Guibert, and of all those who 
should receive “ investiture ” of any bishopric or abbey from 
lay hands, and any emperor, king, or duke who might pre- 
sume to give “investiture,” there is no direct mention of 
Henry IV., and no reference to the question of his being 
deposed. Whatever may have been the mediating tendencies 
or intentions of Victor, he died in September 1087, before 
anything could come of them. 

There was again a cpnsiderable interval, of time before a 
successor was found : it was not till March 1088 that Otto, 
the Bishop of Ostia, was elected and consecrated as Urban n. 
He was a Frenchman, and a monk of Cluny, who had been 


1 Cf. Houck, ‘ Kiichengeschichte Deutschlands,’ vol. iii. p. 852. 
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brought to Eome and elevated to the Cardinalate by Gregory 
VTL, and had been one of his staunchest supporters. In his 
first declaration of policy he seemed determined to maintain 
the policy of Gregory VU. in its entirety. On March 13, 
1088, the day after his election, he wrote to the bishops and 
others of the papal party in Germany : he announced to them 
his election, and assured them that he desired in all things to 
follow in Gregory’s steps — what Gregory had condemned he 
condemned, what Gregory had held he held, what Gregory 
had approved he also approved, and in all things he thought 
as Gregory had thought. He exhorted them, therefore, to 
stand fast manfully as the Lord’s warriors in the day of His 
battle. 1 In April 1089 hfe wrote to Bishop Gebhardt of 
Constance, appointing him his legate in Germany, and in- 
formed* him that, after long deliberation with the brethren on 
the question of excommunication, it had been determined that 
in the first grade the Antipope and Henry IV. should be held 
excommunicate. 2 * * * * * In September of the same year he renewed 
the prohibition of lay “ investiture.” 8 
The political situation in Germany had again changed. In 
1088 Hermann of Thuringia had died ; no other claimant to 


1 Jaffa, ‘ Monument* Bamborgensia,' 

p. C03 : “ Do me porro ita in omnibus 

confidit© et crodite Bicut dp lieatiBsimo 

patre nostro papa Gregorio. Cuius ox 
toto sequi vestigia cupions, omnia qu® 
respuit rospuo, qu® dampnavit dampno, 

quo dilexit prorHus amplector, qua- voro 
rata ot catholic, a duxit continnu et ap- 

probo, ot ad postremum in utramquo 
partem qualiter ipso sensit, in omnibus 
omnino sentio atquo consent io. 

Nuno igitur precor ot hortor frator- 
nitatem vest rum : ut agatis viriliter 
atquo oonstanter ©t confortemiui in 
potencia virtutis Dei, ascendentos ex 
advorso et opponentes murum pro 
domo Israel, ut strennuissimi Domini 
bellatoros atotis in prelio dio ipsius.” 

s Mansi, ‘Concilia,’ xx. p. 716: 
“ Fratrum itaque communicato con- 
ailio, diuque excommunicationis quaes- 


tione tractata, sancti pnedecessoris 
nostri Gregorii sententiam confir* 
mantes, ita earn Domino inspiranto 
doterminavimus. Prirno quidein gradu 
Kavonnatom huorosiarcham, Roman® 
Eculusi® invasorem, cum Henrico rege, 
eiusdem porvorsitatis capite, ab om- 
nibus Ecclesiie Catholic® mombris 
aliunum, et excommunicatum esse 
oensemus.” 

3 Id. id., xx. p. 723, * Concilium 
Moltitanum,' 8 : “ Illud summopere et 
apostolic® auctoritatis privilegio pro- 
hibentes interdicimus, ut nullus in 
clericaii ordine const itutus, nullus 
monachhs, episcopatus, aut abbati®, 
aut cuiuslibet ecolesiastic® dignitatis, 
investituram de manu laici suscipor© 
audoat. Quod si prssumpserit, depo- 
sitione mulctetur.” 
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the throne had been set up, and men’s minds turned to 
thoughts of peace. In 1089 the princes who adhered to the 
papal party approached Henry and offered their submission 
if he would give up his support of the Antipope Guibert. 
Bemaid, in his ‘ Chronicle,’ represents Henry as being person- 
ally inclined to do this, but as being dissuaded by the bishops 
of Guibert’s party. The negotiations were renewed in 1091, 
but again they failed. 1 The opportunity had passed ; and in 
1093, Conrad, who had been crowned at Aix-la-Chapelle in 
1087, rose against his father, and the whole political condition 
changed in Germany and also in Lombardy. Several of the 
great Lombard cities — those named by Bemaid are Milan, 
Cremona, Lodi and Piacenza — formed a league against Henry. 
Conrad was crowned by the Archbishop of Milan, and two 
years later, 1095, at Cremona he swore fidelity to Urban II., 
and was received by him as a son of the Roman Church. 
Urban promised him his help to obtain the kingdom and the 
Imperial crown, but always saving the rights of the Roman 
Church and the abolition of lay “ investiture.” 2 * 

Urban was now at the height of his power : from Lombardy 
he passed into France, and at the Council of Clermont, held 
in November 1095, he proclaimed the Crusade, renewed the 
prohibition of lay investiture, 2 and excommunicated Philip, 
the King of France, for deserting his wife and living in 
adultery. 4 When he died in July 1099, the papal cause was 
again powerful, both in Germany and in Italy. 

Paschal H. was elected on the 13th of August of the same 
year, and in a letter of January 18, 1100, to Gebhardt of 
Constance, whom he had continued as papal legate in Ger- 


1 Bemaid, ‘ Chronicon,’ 1089, ip9I. 

1 Id. id., a. 1096 : “ Chonradus rex 
filiua Heinrici domno paps Urbano 
Cremonam vonienti obviam progrodi- 

tur, eique stratoris oflicium fxhibuit 

4 I due Aprilis. Deinde fecit ei fideli- 
tatem iuramento de vita, de membris, 
et de papatu Romano. Domnua autem 
papa in filiuzn sancts Romans scoleais 
recepit ilium, eique consilium et adiu- 


torium ad obtinondum regnum et ad 
coronam imperii adquirendam coram 
populo firmissime promisit, salva 
quidem iusticia illiua sclesis, et 
statutis apostSlicis, maxima de in- 
vestituria in spiritalibus officiis a laico 
non usurpandis.” 

8 Mansi, ‘ Concilia,’ xx. p. 816 S. 

* Bomald, ‘ Chronicon,' 1096. 
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many, lie assures him that the rumour that he was about 
to make concessions to Henry IV. and his followers was 
false. 1 In September 1100 Guibert of Ravenna, the Anti- 
pope, died, and there were movements towards a settle- 
ment between Henry IV. and the Papacy ; but nothing 
came of those, and in January 1102 we find Paschal II. 
exhorting the Count of Flanders to attack Henry IV. and 
those who supported him, in every possible way, assuring 
him that he could render no better service to God than 
this. 2 In March 1102, at a Council in Rome, Paschal 
formally renewed the excommunication of Henry IV. He 
stoutly maintained the prohibition of lay “investiture,” as 
we can see from his correspondence with Anselm and 
Henry I. of England, 3 and in one letter he forbade the 
clergy to do homage to a layman. 4 In 1104 ho urged upon 
the Catholics of Bavaria and Swabia that Henry IV. was 
exeommunieat ed. 

It was in the last days of 1101 and the. first of 1105 
that a new revolt broke out against Henry IV. nis elder 
son, Conrad, had died in 1100, but now a more dangerous 
rising was organised in Germany by his younger son, Henry. 
He asked for Paschal’s absolution from his oath to his 
father, and Paschal sent him his blessing, and absolution from 
the oath, if he promised to be just in his dealings with the 
Church. 5 In May Henry summoned a Council at Nordhausen, 
at which he made profession of profound deference to Rome ; 
but, as it would seem, from Ekkehard’s account, without any 
very specific promises.® In November of the same year 
Paschal, in a letter addressed to the Archbishop of Main tz, 
restated, in view of the new conditions, the principles which 
he maintained. Ho is careful to urge that he desires the 
King to enjoy all those rights which properly belonged to him, 
and protests that he does not in any way desire to diminish 
these ; but on tint other hand, the Church must be left in the 

1 Jafte-Wattenbach, ‘ Regenta,’ 6817. 6908, 6928, 6966, 6960. 

* Sigebert of Gombloux, ‘ Laodicen- * Id. id., 6909. 

sium Epietola adversus Fasolialein J * Armales Hildesheimenses,’ 1 106. 

l'apam.’ • Ekkehard, ‘ Chronioon,’ 1106. 

* Jaff6*Wattenbach, ‘ Itegesta,’ 5868, 
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enjoyment of her liberties. He acknowledges the place of the 
King as “ defensor ” of the Church, and as having the right to 
enjoy “ subsidia ” from the Church, but he has nothing to do 
with the ring and staff, that is with “ investiture ” ; and he 
expresses his anxiety to have peace on the condition that 
kings and priests mutually recognise each other’s rights. 1 

On December 31, 1105, Henry IV. was compelled by his 
son and the secular and ecclesiastical princes to resign the 
Kingdom and Empire ; in the following year he repudiated 
his renunciation and found considerable support, but on the 
7th of August he died. We have dealt with the relations 
of the Papacy and Empire down to the settlement of Worms 
in 1122 in the first part of this volume, and we need not 
therefore go over this again. 

In the last chapter we have endeavoured to set' out the 
main characteristics of the controversy which arose imme- 
diately out of the great conflict between Gregory VII. and 
Henry IV. We have now to consider the further develop- 
ments of this controversy in writings which are still closely 
related to that conflict, but also to the history of the 
years which followed Gregory’s death, which we have just 
summarised. It is no doubt impossible to draw any sharp 
line between these writings and the earlier ones, but yet we 
think that there is some difference. The literature we have 
hitherto discussed belongs to the years 1076 to 1093, that 
with which we now deal belongs to the years from 1097 to 


1 Jafie, ‘ Monumenta Moguntina,’ p. 
370 : “ Sacerdotii ac rogni grave iam diu 
soandalum fuit, quia, usurpantibus non 
eua regibus, ecolesia quod sua, est 
libertatis amisit. . . . Super hoc uegotio 
nova nos oportet solicitudine ooncilari, 
cum novi regni opportunitatem divina 
dispositio providit. Nos enirr, regibus, 
quee sui juris sunt, integra servare 
optamus, neo in aliquo minuimus ; 
durumodo ipsi sponsap sui Domini 
libertatem integram patiantur, quam 
sui meruit sanguine redemptoris. Sic 
agentes nostrum auxilium, nostrum 

VOL. IV. 


consilium, concordiam nostram, nos- 
tram duloodinem obtinebunt • alio- 
quin tantom domino, oo matris nos- 
tra, indignitatem pati non possum us. 
Quid enim ad militem baoulus epis- 
copalis 1 Quid anulus sacerdotalis T 
Habeant in eoclesia primatum suum, 
ut sint ecclesipe defensores et ecclesia, 
subsidiis perfruantur. Habeant reges, 
quod regium est ; quod sacerdotum est 
habeant sacerdotes. Sio pacem invioera 
teneant et se iuvicem in uno Christi 
corpora venerentur.” 

R 
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1125. No doubt in this period the conflict was still acute : 
there was no reconciliation between the Empire and the Papacy 
so long as Henry IV. was alive ; and even after his death in 
1106 the conflict, after a few years of comparative tranquillity, 
broke out again. And yet we think it is true to say that 
there is a certain difference in the character of these works, 
not that necessarily the claims of either pari y are lower — that 
is just what we shall have to consider — but that the contro- 
versy is occupied not merely with the actual situation but also 
• with genera] principles, and while the controversialists some- 
times set forward the most extreme positions, there is yet also 
frequently traceable an attempt to estimate and recognise the 
significance of the contentions of the other party. 

The tifst of the writings w it h which we deal is the ‘ Libellus 
contra Invasores et Symoniacos ’ of Cardinal Deusdedit, which 
belongs to a date not earlier than 1097. lie had been 
a consistent and strenuous supporter of Gregory VII. from the 
time when he is first mentioned in 1078. We have already 
referred to this work in relation to the “investiture ” contro- 
versy, we now only deal with it as illustrating Deusdedit ’s 
position with regard to the nature of the temporal and spiritual 
authorities and their relation to each other. 

fin the Prologue, after setting out the main subjects of Ms 
treatise, he urges that he does not intend to belittle the royal 
authority, for it has its just place as much as the sacerdotal. 
The priest is to use the sword of the “ Word,” while the king 
wields the material sword : each has need of the other, and 
neither should interfere with the functions of the other. 1 The 
words are noticeable, and especially the assertion that the 
Church only uses the one sword, and the frank recognition 
of the distinctive place, of the Temporal powery In the 
collection of canons which he had prepared in 1087, 
Deusdedit had cit£d a number of authorities which asserted 
the divine origin of the secular authority, and its function 
as the minister of God’s justice. 2 

1 Deusdedit, * Libellus contra Inva- 2 Of. vol. ii. p. 147. 
sores et Symoniaeos,’ Prologue. 
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In the third part of the treatise, however, the position 
which Deusdedit takes np might seem scarcely consistent 
with this. He has been considering a question of great im- 
portance — that is, the exemption of the clergy from the juris- 
diction of the secular courts. We have in another volume 
dealt with the canonical discussion of this question . 1 We are 
here concerned with some observations which Deusdedit makes 
upon what he conceives to be a conflict between the ecclesiasti- 
cal and the secular laws upon this subject. He maintains 
that in a case of conflict t he secular laws must be rejected, and 
declares that in legislation the “ sacerdotium ” has a “ pri- 
matus,”(for God gave laws to the kings through priests, and 
not to prTeSI s through kings ; and he illustrates this from the 
cases of Moses and Aaron, and of the Apostles. The sacerdotal 
aufhorily, he says, surpasses f lie royal authority, for it was 
created by God Himself, while the royal authority was made 
by man, with God’s permission indeed, but not by His will, 
and he confirms this principle by citing the circumstances of 
the appointment of Saul.^)We have dealt with the last part 


1 Cf. vol. ii. pj>. 233-235. 

1 Douadodit, * Li twill uh contra Jnva- 
soros et Syrnoniacos,’ iii. 12 : “ Et 

quouiain non ignoramus quiedam osso 
tam in codico luatiniano, quam in libro 
Novollarutn et in quibusdani aliia 
legum libris siecularium, quae a pra-- 
fatia patrum et chriutiauoruni princi- 
pum Banutionibus de ministorum Dei 
iudiciiu disaontire vidoantur, dicendum 
ost, quoniam aneouli leges, in quantum 
eccleHiasticis non obviant, aoquond® ot 
amploctandai aunt ; quippe cum quie- 
dam conatitutionoa earumdem a ohriH- 
tiania imperatoribus, npiacopis flepre- 
cantibua in auxilium Christiana- ro- 
ligionia statute* legantur : in his autem 
in quibua aperte diasentire ridentur, 
penitua respuendac sunt : aicut in eo, 
quod eenaerint imperial! iusau epiaco- 
pum crimine impetitum produci lioere 
ad iudicandum apud civilem et mili- 
tarem iudicem. In eo quoquo nihilo 
minus, quod auctoro pulaante clericum 


in ciiminali nogotio, turn aa*oulares 
indices turn teinporales aanctiunt ad 
eundem poteatalorn, ut ab eis reus 
comprobatur, Hublata primum ab epis- 
copo suo qua fungebatur dignitate, 
sicculanuni sontontiam aubeat legum 
contra sacron cunonoa quatuor prinei- 
paliuin conciborum, qua* prefatto leges 
m pleninuimum auctoritatia robur recipi 
consuerunt, a qnibus atatutum eat epis- 
copos et reliquOK Dei ministroa vel a 
huib comprovincialibua, vel apud suum 
iudicari primatom, vol Romanum ap- 
pellare pontificem oontraque here, qu® 
auperiuB ait imperalor Constantinua in 
Nicicna Bynodo, ‘ non esse conveniens, 
ut homo nidicit. deoa, sum Deus omni- 
potens talibul diia dedit poteatatom 
etiam imperatorem iudicandi.’ . . . 
In promulgandis quoque legibus itidem 
certum eat sacerdotium tonero prima* 
tum, cum non primum per regos aacor- 
dot ibufa, aeii per aacerdotea regibus et 
cetoriB fidelibus (sanetiaaimua) Deua 
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of the passage in the third volume in, relation to other phraseB 
of the same kind, and we therefore do not discuss it again . 1 

We must observe, however, that the whole passage raises 
a different matter — that is, the question whether in all 
cases of conflict between ecclesiastical and secular law the 
secular must always give way. This question we have dis- 
cussed in another volume . 8 so far, that is, as it is dealt with in 
the canonical literat ure, and we do not at present return to it 
in its general significance. What, howover, are we to con- 
clude as to the meaning of the position of Dousdedit ? As we 
have just seen, Deusdedit. clearly in this treatise maintains 
the distinctive place and position of each authority, the 
temporal as well as the spiritual, and in the ‘ Oollectio 
Canonum ’ he had set out the authorities which declared the 
divine origin and authority of the Temporal power. Are 
we to think that in the last passage he intends to contradict 
these principles, and to maintain that the secular power had 
no divine character, and that the Spiritual power had some 
ultimate authority to override it, even within its own sphere, 
and with regard to its proper functions ? This seems to us to 
be most improbable, and we should suggest rather that we have 
here a very good illustration of the need of the great caution 
which is required in interpreting isolated phrases of the 
medisoval writers. Deusdedit is clearly concerned here as else- 
where to maintain the complete independence of the ecclesias- 
tical authority and its legislation , 3 and he asserts that it has 


omnipotens logos Btatuerit : prixno 
quidem populo per eos sacerdotes, do 
quibus soriptum ost : * Moysey et Aaron 
in eaoerdotibus eiue ’ ; postremo voro 
per apoetolos eoruin et oondiscipulos et 
sequacee. Nec mirum sacerdotalem 
auotori totem, quam Deus ipso per so 
ipeum eonstituit, in huiusmodi causis 
regiam precellere poteiAatem, quam 
«ibi humana prefecit adinventio, oo 
quidem permittente, non tamen volent e. 
Kam de prime rege populi sui, quern 
eibi petiit spreto prophets prineipatu, 
ait ad eundem : ‘ Non te,' inquit, 

* spreverunt, sed me, ne regnem super 


eos.’ Et iterum : ‘ lVnitet me, quod 
constituerim Saul regem.’ De sacer- 
dotio vero, quod olmstrano populo 
eonstituit, iuravit, quod non peenitebit 
oum, id est non mutabit quod insti- 
tuit. ' Facnitere quippe eiue eet, ut 
ait Augustinus, corruptibilium rerum 
oonditionem in alterum statum com- 
mutare.’b 

1 Cf. voi. iii. p, 99. 

* Cf. voi. ii. pp. 80 and 227-233. 

' Cf. especially his emphatic re- 
pudiation of the contention that the 
election of the Pope required the royal 
confirmation. See pp. 92, 93. 
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relatively to the secular authority a certain " primatus,” but 
this is not at all the same thing as to say that the ecclesiasti- 
cal law could override the secular within its own proper sphere. 

In January 1103, Pope Paschal II. wrote to the Count of 
Flanders urging him to attack the clergy of LiCge, whom he 
treated as excommunicated, on account of their relations with 
Henry IV., and praised him for his vigorous action against 
Cambrai. At the instance of the clergy of Lifege, Sigebert, 
a monk of Gembloux, wrote a letter, in the name of the 
Church of Li&gc, protesting against the letter of the Pope, 
and addressed it to all men of good will. 1 * 

Sigebert ’s letter does not for "the most part represent any 
new principles, but it sets out the position of those who 
refused to renounce their allegiance to Henry *tV. with 
singular force, and it expresses not merely a judgment upon 
the theoretical points at. issue, but a vivid sense of the 
actual results of the conflict. indeed this which gives 

its special significance to the work. Sigebert restates the 
doubt whether kings can be excommunicated ; Hie matter is 
still, he maintains, sub jtidice ,* but ho is certain that whether 
the king is excommunicated or not, the oath of allegiance to 
him is binding, and he complains bitterly that the Pope 
should treat the people of Liege as excommunicated persons 
'lor no other reason than that they adhere to their bishop, 
who was faithful to his oath of allegiance to Henry. 3 He 


1 Cf. the admirable work of A. 
Cauchio, 1 La Querelle doB Investitures 

dans lea dioceses do Liege et do 
Cambrai.’ Paris, 1890. 

1 Sigebert of Gembloux, ‘ Loodi- 
ceneiuzn Epistola ad versus Pa&halem 
Papam,’ 7 : “Si quia deniquo rospectu 
sancti apiritus vetus et novum testa- 
inentum geataque revolverit, patenter 
inveniet ; quod aut minime aut diffi- 
cile possunt reges et imperatores ex- 
eommunioari secundum ethimologiam 
nominum iliorum et iuxta determina- 
tionem exeommunioationia. Et adbuo 
sub iudice lis ost. Ammoneri quidem 


possunt, increpari, orgui a timoratis et 
discrotis viris ; quia quos Cbristus in 
terris rex regum vico sua constituit 
dampnandos et salvandos suo iudicio 
reliquit. Eece, quaro oxeommunieati 
vocamur ; eo quod sanctos et mode- 
ratos et antiquos patres tonemus et 
pro posse imitamur.” 

* Id. id., >6 : “ Credo, dioetis nos 

ideo habere excommunicates, quia 
favemus episcopo nostro faventi parti, 
bus domini sui imperatoris. In bbc 
re sunt inicia dolorum, pro hao re 
orebrescunt causes malorum, quia Sa- 
tan as solutus, terrain perambulans, iam 
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maintains that, however evil the king is, he must be obeyed ; 
even if Henry were all that his enemies maintain, his subjects 
must not take arms against him, but must turn to God ; and 
he urges that the rulers for whom St Paul bade men pray 
were not even Christians. The Pope should follow his example, 
and should pray for the king, however great a sinner he 
might be, that men might lead a quiet and peaceable life, 


and he ought not to raise up war against him, and thus pre- 
vent men from enjoying peace and quiefr ^ 1 


dlvisit rognum et saoordol him. . . . 
Quis jure roprohondot, quod episcopus 
part thus doinini bui fas et, eui prd- 
mimtam rum iuramonto fidelilalem 
debet I IVriurium nemo dubilat oh.mo 
grande jiod'utuni. I Iolih bolus iurul 
et non ponitet uuin. quia Hapicntia 
custodif prierepl is iuramonti Doi. Srd 
nos, qnos iurasHO nope penitot, iuroro 
prohibemur. Si lural homo, iubet 
Deus, ut reddat domino i ammonium 
siuim. Hoc nee ignorant illi, qui 
regnum et saoerdotium scindentos 
novolio srinmnio et iiovoIIih, ut quilms- 
dam videtur, tnidiriuiuliuH illos, qui 
regi poriuraut, bo a rulpa periurii 
abHolvere proinittunt ; non atteiulen- 
tes quod Kzeehjol ex ore dicat do 
Sedeplun, qui periuravit domino buo 
regi Nabuchodotiowor : ‘Qui solvit,’ 
inquit, ‘ pactum, numquid diflugiet ? ’ ” 
Id. id., 5 : “ L't prtvciepit L’nulub, 

obedimuu et BubiaoezmiH pra'pobitib 
nostris, qui vigilant pro atiimabuB 
nostris. Nobis legem Dei teuentihuH 
obiciunt j quod tronsgrediamur minim 
novas tradieiones. At iltih dirit lesus : 
‘ Quaro vos tranugredunmi mandatum 
Doi propter tradieiones vest ran S * 
Iubet Deus : ut qua> sunt cesarm 
reddite cosari, et qusr stint Dei Deo. 
In llano sententiam Petrus et Paulus 
podibus cunt. Petrus: ‘Ileum,’ in- 
qtiit, *timote, regem honorifieate ; 
«ervi Bubditi estote in omni timoro 
dominis, non tanlum bonis et modostis, 
Bed etiam diseolis ; haic est enim 


gratia.’ Paulus : ‘ Omnis anima po- 
towtatibuB sublimioribuB subdita sit ; 
qui poteHtati resistit Doi ordinationi 
resistit.’ Qui hoe omni animie prte- 
cipit, quern a Bubiertion© terrene© 
potestatis oxcipit ? Quia ergo regem 
honoramus, quia dominiB nostris non 
ad oculum, sod in simplicitate cordis 
servimus, idoo exoommunicati dici- 
mur.” 

1 Id. id., 9 : “ Nihil modo pro 

imperatoro nostro dieimus, sod hoc 
diriniub, quod, otiamsi tabs osset, 
turnon eum priucipari nobis patorc- 
mur ; quia, ut tolis nobis principetur, 
peecando meremur. Eslo, conrodimus 
vobis inviti oum talom esse, qualom 
dicitis. Noe talis a nobis ropollendus 
Ubsot armib contra oum sumptis, sod 
preribuh ad Doum funis. Contra 
Phuraouom, cuius cor contra Deum 
induravit, Moyses ranam, mubcam, 
locubtam grandincmquo induxerat. 
Has tsiuen piugas non nisi orando 
oxtonsis in caduin mauibus avertere 
poluit. Et Paulus : ' Obsecro,’ inquit, 

‘ primo omnium fieri orationes pro 
regibui et pro omnibus, qui in sub- 
limitate sunt ronstituti.’ Regos illius 
temporis pro quibus Paulus orare 
obserrabat, non oatholioi, non chxisti- 
ani erant. Baruch quoque ex ore 
Ieremije scribit Iudeis a rege Baby- 
lonia captivatis : * Orate pro vita 

Nabuchodonosor regie et Balthazar 
filii eius, ut sint dies ipsorum sicut 
dies cadi super terram ; et det Dominus 
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Again Sigebert suggests grave doubts whether Henry had 
been excommunicated for just reasons : he finds traces of 
unreasonable passion in the papal attitude to him, and he 
reminds the Pope of the warning of Gregory the Great, that 
he deprives himself of the power of binding and loosing who 
does this arbitrarily and without sufficient cause. An unjust 
sentence of excommunication may be annulled by God Him- 
self . 1 He bids Paschal remember by what evil means, from 
the time of Pope Silvester to that of Hildebrand, men had 
often reached the papal throne ; and he reminds him that it 
had often been the Emperors who had had to bring the 
remedy, and to procure the condemnation and deposition 
of false Popes. The Pope ought to submit to reproof and 
correct ion with respect to grave and manifest evils, as Peter 
submitted to Paul ; he wiio will not submit to reproof and 


virtutem nobis et illuminet oeuloa 
nostros, ut vivamus sub umbra 
Nabuchodonosor rogis Babylonia ot 
Balthazar filii oias ; tit HOrvinmus ei 
multis diebus et inveniamus gratium 
in conspeetu eorum.’ Cur pro mail's 
regibus orari debeat, Panins dieit : 
scilicet : ‘ ut tranquillam vitam ag- 

araus.’ Ebset apostolieum imitori 
apostolum; esset prophet ieum, imitari 
prophotam. Sed poecatis nostris mer- 
ontibus apostolicus, qui otiam modo 
oraro doberet pro roge quamvis pec- 
cetore, ut tranquillam ct quintain 
vitam agamtis, agit bellando, no tran- 
quillam ot quiotom vittun agamus.” 

1 Id. id,, 11 : “ Quid do eo dioimus, 
quod Hoinricum ‘ ab upostolis et apos- 
tolicis vivis excommuniouLum sancti 
Spiritus iudicio,’ dicit. Xmas ilium 
detestatur, quem nec regis neo impern- 
toris nomine dignatur. Quis poterit 
diaoemere causwn regui a t^iusa saeor- 
dotii ? Nisi pax Dai, quw exuporat 
omneni sensum, copulot regnum ot 
socerdotium uno angulari lapide con- 
cordite, vacillabit structura ecclesite 
super fldei fundamentum. Ut potes- 
t atom regui probat vel improbat oausa 


moduRquo regondi, sic potestatem sa- 
oerdolii probat vel improbat causa 
modusquo ligandi et solvendi. Nam 
Clemons Bcribit ilixisse Petrum : 
‘ Ligabis quod oportot ligari, et solves 
quod oxpodit solvi ; ot : ‘ Qui preest 
eoteris, oportot agore vicem medioi, 
non lieatiali iurore oommovori.’ Qui 
ergo debot agore vicem medici, audiat 
etiam consilium sapientise : ' Omnis,’ 
inquit, * potontatus brevis est vita. 
Languor prolixior gravat medieum. 
Brovem languorem precidit medicus. 
Sie et rex hodie est et eras morietur.’ 
Cum ob omnibus indicatur prolato 
virtus diBeretionis, quare apostolici 
suecedentos sibi invirom quasi here- 
ditario bollo oxcommunioandi indiscrete 
in rogem insurgunt, eui pro regali 
dignitate otiam ipsi subiri iubentur ? 
Qui exoommunicatur Spiritus sancti 
iudicio, utique ropollendus est a Dei 
domo. Qu^cienscunque autem aliquis 
pyp nmm uni nfibur aut ex causae aut ex 
personas preiudicio, quis dioat hunc 
exc ommunicatum esse sancti Spii^tus 
iudicio ? Dicit is cum Gregorio : ‘ Quo- 
que modo iiget pastor, timeat grex 
vinculum pas to ris.’ Dicimus et nos 
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correction is a false bishop . 1 These considerations are forcibly 
stated, and it is important to observe that they are put for- 
ward by one who recognised Paschal II. as Pope, as well as 
the supreme place and authority of the Eoman See . 2 

The most significant aspect, however, of his treatise is the 
eloquent protest against the policy of the Popes in appealing 
to force. He quotes the terms of the letter of Paschal n. to 
the Count of Flanders, in which he had praised him for that 
he had carried out his command by his attack upon Cambrai, 
and had urged him to go on to attack the schismatic clergy 
of Li&ge, and all other supporters of Henry IV. Sigebert 
expresses his horror that the Pope should claim the responsi- 
bility for the devastation of Cambrai, for the slaughter of 
innocent and guilt y alike ; he could not have believed that 
such things had been done by the authority of the Apostolic 
See, if Paschal himself had not said it. He contrasts this 
with the conduct of Martin of Tours, who refused to com- 
municate with Bishop Itachius because he had been a party 
to the execution of Priscillian for heresy . 3 This reference to 

cum Gregorio : ‘ Ligandi ot solvendi psoudopapm dampnati et abdicati sint. 

poteatato so privat qui subioctos pro Et ibi plus valuit virtue iiuperialiB, 

suo velle et nou pro oorum ruorito quom excommunioatio Hildobraudi, 

ligat et solvit.’ Dir.itis : * Quoquo Odardi, I’aacasii. 

modo ex communicatur, si morte pre- Dominus in evangelic dicit : ‘ Si 

venitur, dampnatur.’ Ilic nobis sue- molo locutua sum, testimonium par- 

currit Romans ecclesisa auotoritas. hibe de xnalo.’ Et Paulus apostolus 

Qregoriun onim scripto ot facto auc- in faciom Petri principi apostolorum 

torizavit, quod potest ltomunua proisul rostitil. Ergo remoto Komanm ambi- 

absdvere exoommunicatum iuiusto ab tionis typo, cur de gravibus et 

aliquo. Si hoc potest ltomunua precsul, manifestos non reprohendantur et 

quis neget etiam Ileum posse absol- corrigantur Komani episoopi ? qui 

vere, si quern prcsul Bomonns iniusto ropreliendi et corrigi non vult, pseudo 

excommunicaverit ? Nemo enim ledi est, sive episcopus sive clericus.” 

potest ab alio, nisi prius ledatur a 8 Id., id., 1, 2 , 4 , 10, 13. 
semet ipso.” * Id. id., 4 : “ ‘ Gratias,’ inquit 

1 Id. id., 8: “ Pocius deposito epiritu (Paschal li.), ‘prudentiffl tuee agimus, 
prepfrump tionis cum sui% consiliariis quod prtegoptum nostrum in Camera- 
sollerter reoolligat : quomodo a beato censi parochia, executus es.’ Qualis et 
Silvestro usque ad Hildebrandum sedem quant a sit v as titan et oontricio Camera - 
Rqmanam papa: obtinuerint ; et quot censis secolesia*, quis recolit sine do- 
et quanta inaudita ex ambitions illius lore ? Ego, quidem, filia Romans eeccle- 
sedis perpetrata sint ; et quomodo per sis, condolebam Cam eracenai bus pro 
reges et imperatores diffinita sint, et affectu germanitatis. Nunc vero. 
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Martin of Tours, and his condemnation of the execution of 
heretics, is very interesting ; it may perhaps be accounted 
for in part by the fact that Wazo, the Bishop of Li&ge, 
was said to have maintained the same view as Martin, 
and to have condemned the use of violence against heretics . 1 
We must not indeed assume that Sigebert would have drawn 
out all the conclusions which we may think to be implied in 
his contention ; he was not probably intending to lay down 
a general principle, but is rather describing the actual impres- 
sion made upon himself and others by the appearance of the 
Pope as the direct author of the slaughter of men and women. 
He returns to the matter in a later chapter, and asks whence 
did the Apostolic See derive the authority to draw the sword 

audiena bee main eis inferri prccepto oppreseiono innocentum. * Priscilli- 
apostolicso auotoritat in, inm amplijs anum episeopum a Damaao papa pro 
doleo. Quia timoo matri moa 1 , no in cam horCBi dampnatum Maximus imperator 
redundet illud, quod dicit Dour per os accusante Itachio epiacopo oooidit et 
Ysaiff' : ‘ Ve, qui eondunt, leges iniquas, ul omnea aequacea eiua ubique occider- 
et scribontea iniustiriam acripaerunt, ut entur, odixit. Martinus ergo aliique 
opprimerent in iudicio pauporoa ot vim episcopi llachium communione sec. 
faoerent causa 1 humilium populi mei ; closiic privavenmt oriminantes sum, 
ut esaent vidua; prada eorum, ot quod eiua accuaatione qualiacumque 
pupilloa diriperent ’ et reliqua. Tan- homo oociaua ait. Maximus agebat cum 
tarn Eoceleaiaj deaolationom, tun tain Martino, ut Itachio communicaret ; et 
pauperum et viduarum opprossionem, Martinus agebat cum Maximo, ut 
tantom pradaruin et rapinarum in- aoquacoa Friscilliani non oociderentur, 
manitatem et, quod lus graviua oat, ni etiam catholici cum eia perirent. 
promiscuam bonorum ot malorum Quod potobat Martinus nullo modo 
occisionem, bio et peiora bis pranepto inpetrasset, nisi ad tempus Itachio 
apostolici facta case, quia credorot, niai communicasset. Si quodammodo ana- 
ipae auo ae ore prodidiaaet. . . thema factus pro fratribus auia, retraxit 

Sed quia apoatolicus heec mala sibi ab eorum cervicibus giadium impera- 
ascribit et «ooteaiaj vastatori per grati- toria. Qui dampnavit accuaatorem 
arum actionem applaudit, super bis Itacliium pro morto heretici, ia, si 
mirandum an magia ait dolendum adveniret, non laudurot istum, cuius 
nescio. Cui hoc magia sit pericufosum, prccepto tot occiduntur pro causa 
iubenti an obedienti, cui hoc magis sit Cameraconsium. Qui etiam cum peri- 
dampnoeum, facienti an pacionti, quis culo anima! sues liberavit hereticoa a 
homo discemot V Nob attqpiti hac morte, quam %raviter ferret innocentes 
novitate rerum, querimus : unde sit pro aliena culpa opprimi I Nos res 
hoo novum exemplum, ut preedicator rebus oonferimus, causaa causis opponi- 
paeis auo ore et alterius manu inferat mus.” - 

aeccleaiee beilum 1 ... . 1 Anselm, ‘ Gesta Episcoporum Leo- 

Martinus Turonensis posset apostolioo dicensium,’ 62-64. 
aufficere ad exemplum, ut deeistat ab 
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against its own subjects. ^Savid was not held worthy to 
build the Temple of God because he was a man of blood, 
and how can the High Priest enter the holy of holies to offer 
the blood of Christ for himself and the people if his robe is 
stained with blood ? No Pope, from Gregory the Great until 
Hildebrand, had used any but the spiritual sword, or had taken 
the sword of war against the Emperoj^ 

Many of Sigebert’s arguments are not new, but we seem to 
feel in his letter a growing sense of the horror of the long 
conflict and its bloodshed and devastation. 


It was about the same time as Sigebert addressed his 
letter to all men of good ‘will that Hugh of Fleury dedi- 
cated a treatise upon the royal authority and the priestly 
dignity Yo Henry 1. of England. 1 2 It does not seem possible 
to discover the precise- causes which may have determined 
this dedication. England had no doubt been involved in 
the conflict over “investiture ” ; but while the treatise deals 


1 Id. id., 10: “ Cum ita sibi con- 
sonout apostolica et prophotica verba, 

qua'ro humilitor ego filiu a malic mea 
sancta Komana crclohiu : unde hue 
auctoritas apostolico, nt prirtcr spir- 
ituolem gladium exemt in subioctos 
alterum occisiouis gladium ? Non ago 
pro Togo, ted pro ie< olesiurum matro, 
cuius parti limonius nos. oiub tilia-. 
Si enim David non meruit U'dificaro 
fomplum Dei, quia vir bauguinum erat, 
buiumus poutifox, si niiu st ilia san- 
guinis vobtem oiits tuligerit, quomodo 
in sancta sanctorum iulroibit cum 
sanguine Cliristi, quoin offerat pro sua 
et populi ignorant in ? O utinam non 
cum Pilato tantum lavet monuH suas 
dicens : * Mundus ego sum a banguino 
innocentum,’ sed etian. cum Potro 
dicat: * Domine, lava non tantum pedes 
meas, sed maims et caput.' ludei nun 
OKcusaverunt manus suas a sanguine 
Cluiati, quem ipsi bora torcia linguis 
suix, bora sexta manibus crucifixerunt. 
Apostolicus vero se excusans dicit cum 


Paulo : ‘ Mundus ego Hum a sanguine 
omnium vest rum.’ Quis pontitieum 
Itomanorum suis unquum decrotis 
auetorizavit, ut. debeat pontifox gladio 
belli in peccantos uti ? OregonuH, 
primus liuius nominis papa, quid 
oinues ante se pap® super hoc sen- 
seriut ot quid omnos post se sentire 
deboant, obtendit, scribens Snbiniano 
diacono : ‘ Unum est, quod humiliter 
suggoras sorenissimis dominis nostris, 
quia, si ego worvuB eorum in mortem vel 
Longobardorum mo miscoro voluissem, 
hodio Longobardorum gens noc regom 
nee duces not- c omit oh haberent at quo 
in MUAimii confusiono ossent. Sed quia 
Deuni timoo, in mortem cuiuulibet 
homiuis mo miscere formido.' Hoc 
exemplc^omnes a primo Gregorio con- 
tent i utebantur solo gladio spirituali 
usque ad ultimum Grogorium, id est 
Hildebrandum, qui primus se et buo 
exemplo alios pontifices oontra impera- 
torem aocinxit gladio belli.” 

* Cf . Editor in ‘ Lib. do Lite,’ vol. ii. 
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with this, it has more oi the character of a formal political 
treatise than the works with which we have hitherto dealt. 

writer sets out the purpose of his treatise in the 
Prologue jSflfc is intended, he says, to bring some remedy to 
the dangerous conflict with respect to the relation of the 
royal and priestly authorities, and to correct the error of 
those who set the two authorities against each other, and 
maintain that the royal authority was not instituted by 
God, but only^ by men — an opinion which, he says, was 
widely diffused^) 

^e sels out, therefore, with a formal repudiation of the 
phrases of Gregory VII. ’s letter of 1080 to Hermann of 
Metz about the origin of secular authority, 1 and argues that 
the conception expressed in them was wholly false ; he proves 
this not only by the words of St Paul, “ There is fio power 
but of God, and the powers that be are ordained of God,” but 
also by the analogy of the rule of man in the world and of 
the head over the members ; and he maintains that- God had 
created a hierarchy of authority both on earth and in heaven. 2 3 
There are two authorilies, that is, the royal and the priestly, 
by which in this present life the Church is governed : they 
are both sacred, and must not be set against- each other^ 

The most important aspect of the treatise is, however, to 


1 Cf. p. 204. 

5 Hugh of Floury, ‘Trnctalus de 
Regia I’otoslate et Saoordotali Dig- 
uitati,’ i. 1. 

3 Id. id., i. 2 : “ I’rincipaloa otinm 
polestaleb, quibus hie mundus regilur, 
dua> sunt regia ot sacordotalis. Quas 
duaa pot-oatatCB in sua sola porsona 
ipso dominus Ieaua Chribtus *sacro- 
sanelo zuybterio gcbtaro docrovit, qui 
rex Binxul Obt et bacordob : i ox, quia 
nos regit, sacerdos voro, quia nos sui 
corporis immolatione a pec cat or um 
nostrorum sordibus emundavit ot Pat re 
euo recoueiliatit." 

Id. id., i. 13 : “ Hbbo nos do duabus 
mifficiat dixisse potestatibus, quibus in 
preesenti vita sancta regilur et gub- 


eriiatur a'cilobia, quibus otiam post 
Heuin sic mluhtrari cognoscitur sicut 
(iuobus magma luminarihus, sole vide- 
licet ot luua, tota rnundi fabrica, aut 
sicut duobus oculis totum liuinanum 
corpus deeoratur et llluminatur. Quas 
nimirum potestates sanotos fore nemo 
debot ambigere. lpsas onim Deus el 
Dominus in sua persona sacravit, 
univit et sanctilicavit.” 

Id. id., u. 7 : “ Unde congruum est, 
ut si quis uiSJiiam est qui has duas de 
quibus loquimur potestates ab invicem 
per diHcordiam soiunxit ar soparavit, 
ne negligat agore penitenoiam, et He. 
quaquam loetah et mortiferee plagee per 
pudorem addat tumorem.” 
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be found in its statement of the position of the two author- 
ities relatively to each other, and the authority of each over 
the persons who hold the other. He sets out their relative 
positions at the outset under the terms of a comparison with 
the relation of the Father to the Son in the Godhead. The 
king, he says, in the body of his kingdom, would seem to 
bear the image of the Father, and the bishop that of Christ. 
What exactly Hugh may have understood by this comparison 
is not clear ; it may be conjectured that it is a literary 
reminiscence of the phritses of Ambrosiaster in the fourth 
century, and of Cathulfus at the end of the eighth ; as we 
shall see presently, it is parallel to some phrases uBed in the 
anonymous ‘ Tract atus Eboracerx&es.’ The whole meaning of 
the phrase is not clear, but < tTug h draws out his own con- 
clusion from it with sufficient precision. ®3i the bishops 
of a kindgom are subject to the king, as the Son is subject 
to the Father, not in nature but “ ordino,” that the whole 
kingdom may be brought back to one beginning^ and he 
illustrates this from the position of Moses, who had the 
“ image ” of the king in the Hebrew nation, while Aaron 
had that of the priest. He had already stated this prin- 
ciple of the subjection of the priest to the king in his king- 
dom in the Prologue, and returns to it in a later chapter. 1 


1 Id. id., i. 3 : “ Verumptamcn rex 
in regni aui oorporo Pat ris omiupotentia 
optinere videtur imaginom, ot opia- 
copus Christi. Unde rite regi nub- 
iacOTe videntur omnes regni iphius 
epieoopi, siout Patn Films dopre- 
henditur esse subiectus, u on natuia, 
sod online, ut unworn las regni ad 
unum redigatur principium. Cuius 
roysterii sacramentum in Exodo Domi- 
nun evidenter aperit, ubi ad Moysem 
dicit : ‘ Ecco constitui te' deum l’hara- 
onis, et Aaron propheta tuus.’ Porro 
Moyses in Ebraico populo regia imagi- 
ntm, et Aaron sacerdotis obtinuisse 
visus eat : salva alia sancta sacramenti 
significatione.'* 

Id. id., Prologue : “ Et ideo sacer- 


dotalom dignitatem maiostati rogiae 
praiforunt, cum ei subesse ordme, non 
dignitate, do beat, sicut prisons libellu- 
lua doclarabit.” Cf. ii. 4. 

Cf. Pseudo-Augustine (Ambrosias- 
tor), ‘ Quirstionos Voteris ot Novi Testa- 
monti,’ xxxv. : “ Doi enim imaginom 
Uabet rox, siout ot opiscopus Christi ; ” 
and Catlrulfua, ‘ Epistola ’ : “ Memor 
esto ergo semper, rex mi, Dei regia tui 
cum timore et amore, quod tu os in 
vice lllh-j supor omnia membra eins 
custodire et regere, et rationem reddere 
in dio iudicii, etiam per te. Et epia- 
copus eat in socundo loco, in vice 
Christi tantum est.” Cf. vol. i. pp. 149, 
216, 260. 
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This is then one aspect of the relation of king and priest, 
but there is another side to this, fin another place, while he 
protests that the bishop must not cake up arms against his 
king, Hugh also says that the bishop is as greatly superior to 
the king in the dignity of his ministry as the divine offices 
are greater than merely secular affairs, and that therefore if a 
bishop should be found blameworthy, his case must be dealt 
with not in the secular court, but in a general synod . 1 If 
the king has authority over the bishop, the bishop also has 
authority over the king. The king is subject to the dis- 
cipline of religion, he must give car to the admonition of 
the bishops ; they have power to open and to close heaven 
to man, and therefore they may, if need arise, excommuni- 
cate even kings, and Hugh cites several cases of such 
excommunicatioj^ It, is clear that he does not agree with 

1 Id. id., i. 10 : “ CSrtorum contra incurrero minis poriruloaum ost ac 
rogem catliolicum armiu dimicaro nulia- formidabilo.” 

tenuH debet (opiscopus), licot minis- i. 8 : “ Bed ot regem hereticum 

terii dignitate multum illi pneminoat, auctoritate divina pro defensi one fidei 
tantum scilicet quantum otficia divina catholic® eondempnaro ot anatliematis 
sua sanotitato noscuntur negotiis socu- sontentia prasfocare saucta uonauovit 
laribus ominore. . . . Undo si conti- irrrlosio, ne illius contubornio sancto- 
gerit, ut episcopus roijrehonBibiliB in- rum oalholicorum collegium macu- 
voniatur — non ost enim homo qui non lotur.” 

peocot — non in curia soculuri, nod in i. 10 : “ Igitur episcopo a Deo et 
synodo generoli res huiusmodi tormin- domino leBU Christo privilegium est 
etur.” concosaum aperire et claudere celum 

s Id. id., i. 7 : “ Sub religionis cnim hominibus. Huic etiam regea et 
disciplina regia potostas posita cat. omnes torron® poteatates pro Chriati 
Nam quamvia ait rex potostatis cul- amoro capita subdunt : quia licet rex 
mine pra-ditua, nodo tamen Christiana; vol imporator culmine regni sit pree- 
fidei tenetur adstrictus.” ditus, nodo tamen fldoi tenetur ad 

i. 8 : “ Unde rex ammonitionibus at rictus.” 

episcopalibus debet auroin Buam lib- ii. 2 : “ Verum cpiscopalis dignitas 
enter accomodare et sacerdoti solubria longo gloriosius a Doo meruit exaltari. 
suggerenti fidoliter obaudiro, quoniam Dedit cnim ois, id est episcopis, Deua 
do his videtur Dominua suo oro ac dominus noator Iesus Christus po- 
dixiaac : * Qui vos audit, r^p audit. toatatem ap%riro ot claudere cerium 

Et qui voa epernit, me epernit.’ hominibus. Quo coa pollore privilegio 
At si rex aurem auam a sana intelligens momoiatuK Constantinus, 
et salubri doctrina ceperit avortere in Nichea sinodo post omnes epiecojjps 
proprio fastu vel tumiditate, non ultimua residens, nullum iudicii eenten- 
epiacopo. Bed Deo oontumax et re- cium super eoa dare voluit, eed illos 
beUis videtur existere, cuius iram omnes decs vocana, non buo eoa aubesae 
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those defenders of Henry TV. who had doubted or denied 
the authority of the Pope to excommunicate emperors or 
kings ; he holds very clearly that the bishop or Pope has 
spiritual authority over all secular rulers, just as they have 
temporal authority over all bishops^ 

He does not., however, merely lay down in general terms 
the principle of the authority of the spiritual rulers over the 
temporal ; he also makes it clear what were in his judgment 
the nature and the limitations of this authority. The bishop 
has spiritual authority over the. king, but this authority may 
be abused, and the power of excommunication does not imply 
the power of absolving < lie king’s subjeets from their oath of 
allegiance. — that is, the bishop has no power of deposing 
the king. It. has sometimes happened that bishops have 
used tluir authority under the influence of passion rather 
than with a just judgment of the actual circumstances ; and 
such abuse, of excommunication only tends to bring the 
authority of the law into contempt. Some bishops have 
taken upon themselves to absolve the king’s subjects from 
their oath of allegiance, but this is an absurdity and an 
act of contempt against God, by whom they have sworn. 
It iB true that there may be wrongful oalhs which must 
not be kept, but it is evident that Hugh does not 
reckon among them the oath of fidelity which a man 


dobere iudicio. Bed so ad oorura pen- 
dere iudicavit arbitrium. Nam oorun- 
dem pra'sulum oflieium est ab iniusto 
tramito rovocaro rogiain polcstatem, 
et si'ei non adquievorit, cciam cxcom- 
municare. Quod et in voteri logo 
Kuncti prophet a; fooisso oomperiuntur. 
Nathan quippo propbota, si cut mm 
precimsgum est, poccatum, quod rex 
David fraudulentor ot occulte cozn- 
8i«orat, ei publico donudavit, et con- 
fossione correotum eonsoquonler ab- 
Holvit. Ft in novo testamento beat us 
Ambrosius Mediolanonsis opiscopus 
maiorem Theodosium imperat orem pro 
buo facinore ab ojedesiaatioa com- 


muniono publico pulamque suBpendit, 
ct ad penitentiam rodegit regiam po- 
i estatem. Sane tun etiam Uormanus 
l’ariaiorum cpiacopuR Aribertum regem 
Franeorum, quia uxoro sua legitima 
dorolicta duas sibi Rubintroduxorat 
uxores, exoommunicavit. Et quia 
corroctus non est, Dei iudicio per- 
cuhsus, in oadom oxeommunicatione 
mortuus ost. Neoesso ost. enim, ut 
tomoritaa malorum principum sancto- 
rum auctoritato prssulum refronetur 
ot dignia coorcionibua comprimatur : 
quca si non fuorit digna castigationc 
roatricta prsebebit populo facilem poc- 
candi facultatom." 
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has sworn, to a ruler, even though he may be excom- 
municated . 1 

(if H ugh is clear that the authority of the bishop does not 
extend to the deposition of the king, he is also emphatic that 
he must not take up arms against him, however wicked and 
unjust he may be . 2 It is the bishop’s function to atand 


1 Id. id., i. 12 : “ Quidam otiam 

epiaeoporum ae contra morcm mcclosi- 
aaticum extollore cupientos in solvendis 
et Jigaudis subditis aua 1 vohmtatia 
mot us, non cauaarum inoriiu exorcent. 
Undo pop til us iam log/s onus ]ier dovia 
currens plus soliio spornit, iaoiilumquo 
anathematis iugnns, diunquo furit, 
nulias rationis xentit liabcnus. Nam 
roligioni Christiana 1 obpvohrium nas- 
oitur, ot sacerdotalis dignitas inilo 
valdo contempnitur, quod sacerdotalis 
infula ambitiono pocins quam mcri- 
torum oxistimaliouo defer tur ot in- 
peritia quibusquo oonfortur. N am 
quidnm iJloruin jllos, qui iuramonlo 
dominis suis constrirli tenonlur, a 
nacramento fidelitatiH niisolvunt. Quod 
quam ait abaurdum, Dominus indioat 
ubi dicit : ‘ Non periuralm. in nomine 
moo, nec polities nomnu domiui Dei 
tui.’ Et ad Sedecliiam regem luda 1 , 
qui iuramentum, quod Bubiloniu rogi 
prjcbuorat, viola verat, oro prophotioo 
dicit : ‘ Vivo ogo, quoniam lura- 

mentum, quod aprevit, ot frodus, quod 
pra'varioatus oat, ponam in oapito 
eiua.’ ” 

13 : “ Intolligat ergo quilibot christi- 
anus, qui contra dominum suum aut 
alterum christianum frangit sacru- 
inentum, quid merentur, cum propter 
hoc acelus Sedechios vir ludous avulsis 
oculia a gentili rogo in Babiloniam 
captivus ductus case cognosuaftir. Non 
onim illi considorasdum eat cui iurat, 
aed per quom iurat. Alioquin ot 
ilium deapicit per quem iurat ; et 
hostis fidelior invenitur, qui Bacra- 


mento docipitur. Multum cnim desipit 
qui ilium decipit cui iuramento divini 
nominis fuerat foderatur. Catorum 
sneramontum incauto prolatuin non 
ost consorvandum, voluti si quispiam 
adulters' porpetuiim cum ea porma- 
nfndi fidem pollireatm 1 . Tolorabilius 
onim est. non implore sacratnontum, 
qunm permanere in stupri llugitium. 
Vcrumptamen do fatuiB doctoribna 
in cvangolio Dominus dicit : ‘ Chubb 
si ca-co ducat um pr»‘beat., ambo in 
foveam cadunt.’ Kuperbi et iruoundi 
doctorcH nonnunqunm discipline rigo 
Tom in rnbiom furori.s et ad immani- 
tatem convortuut crudelitatis. Sod, 
siout item dicit beatus jmjia Gregorius, 
* iudicaro digne do subditis nequeunt 
qui in subioctorum causis sua vol odia 
vol gratiam socuntur.’ . . , Causa. 1 
ot-go ponsanda- sunt, et tunc ligandi 
atquo solvondi potestas ost exor- 
cenda.” 

2 Id. id., i. 4 : “ Quia ha>o et eius- 
modi prodigia considcrans non urn- 
imretur et non intelligat pravis regibus 
spirittialibus pocius orationibus quam 
armis camalibus rcsigtendum T Pro- 
inde sanctus Ambrosius Modiolanenais 
opiHcopus, cum oi Iustina imporatrix, 
Arianorum fautrix, muitas pro defen- 
stono fidei catholiesc iaferret iniurias, 
non illi st uduit armis violentcr rosistere, 
Bed eius ferocitatem rontinuis, id ost 
diurnis et nocturnalibus, orationibuB 
refrenare. Ntun armis pracsulom quem- 
libet contra rogem vol impoi^torem 
contendere, et sacra loca ac Deo dicata 
humano sanguine poltuere nefarium et 
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between the king and the people, to turn away the anger of 
kings and princes from their people, and to pray night and 
day for the welfare of both . 1 The bishop then has a spiritual 
authority even over kings, but this extends only to spiritual 
matters, and can be enforced only by spiritual sentences. On 
the other hand, while, as we have seen, all bishops are subject 
to the king in his kingdom, they are not subject to the secular 
courts ; but if they are charged with any offence, they must 
be brought before a “ general synoflj! 

In the second part of his treatise Hugh deals with the 
question of appointments to bishoprics, and he contends for 
what he conceives to be the reasonable placo of the secular 
authority in these, but with this subject we have already 
dealt.* Two matters which we have not yet mentioned are 
of importance. tTho first is his condemnation of the assertion 
that the Pope could" not be reproved by any one, and he points 
out that St Peter was rebuked by St Paul when he fell into 
error . 3 Tho second is his detailed treatment of the place of 


temerarium out. Quod dominus Iesus 
Christas salvator ot conditor noster 
tunc manifestissiine docuit, cum Petrus 
apostolus gladium suum extrahens 
pontifieis servum apprehendit, ot oius 
auriculam amputavit. Ait enim illi : 
‘ Converte gladium tuum in vaginam. 
Omnes enim qui accoperint gladium, 
glodio peribunt.’ Ac deindo : * An 

putas, quia non possum rogaro Patrom 
roeum, ot exibebit mihi plus qunm 
duodecim legiones angelorum ^ ' Undo 
illi qui non zalo Dei, sod sua tomori- 
tate-vel arrogantia potostati resistunt, 
Deo rebellaro vidontur, qui dixit : 
‘ Per me reges regnant ot principos 
obtinent potestatem ’ ; cuius iudicia, 
etsi manent occulta, nusquam tamcn 
sunt iniusta. Illis, iiyjuam, armis 
temere resistore aut eis aliqua frauds 
interitum machinaro null at onus sanota 
oqnsu'—.-it tecclesia, rovolvens illud 
prBH-optiun dominicum, quo suis fideli- 
btis ait : * Michi vindictam, et ego 

retribuam.’ ” 


Cf. i. 10 : “ Coeterum contra regem 
cat holicura armis dimioare nullatenus 
dobot (opiscopus).’’ 

1 Id. id., i. 10 : “ Ipso proinde 

opiscopuB inter regem et oves sibi 
croditas officium optimi pastoris debet 
peragoro et pro groge sibi oommisso 
discrimini sc pronus obicere. Ipse, 
inquam, toto nisu rogis ao principis 
iram a populo debet avertore et pro 
rogis ot populi salute pariter piis 
procibus ante Deum nocte dieque 
persistero. Vicos enim Christi fllii 
Dei summi, in terra videtur obtinere, 
qui so pro nobis peccatoribus obtulit 
immojandum.” 

! Cf. p. 102. 

1 Id. id., ii. 4 : “ Porro pompa mundi 
huius qtjibusquo principibus superbira 
et clacionis tumorom ingerere solet ; et 
dum iUicita committerent, reprehen- 
soribus suis dicere solent : ‘Nos a 
nemino debemus iudicari, et sub 
nullius sumus positi potestate ’ ; in- 
doma biles se pruebentes medicis spirit- 
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the Emperor in the appointment of the Pope, and especially 
in cases of disputed elections, and he appeals to the decree of 
Pope Nicholas II ) 1 

The position of Hugh of Fleury is interesting and import- 
ant : he criticises the action and what he conceives to be the 
principles of Hildebrand with great freedom and force, but he 
•is also clear in upholding the dignity of the sacerdotal 
'office and its authority oven over kings. 


It is here that we may best consider the strange conten- 
tions of the author of the treatises which we know as the 
‘ Tractatus JEboracenscs.’ 2 It is indeed difficult to say what 
is the importance wc are to attach to them, but it is reason- 
able to recognise that there are important and significant 
parallels between some of their contentions and sonic of the 
phrases of Hugh of Fleury. We have just seen that Hugh 
says that the king bears the image of the Father, and the 
bishop that of Christ, and that it is therefore right that the 
bishop should be subject to the king in his kingdom. As wo 
have said, it does not seem possible to determine what precise 
significance Hugh attached to these phrases, and how far 
they may represent merely a literary reminiscence of the 
words of Cathulfus in the ninth century and of Ambrosiaster 
in the fourth . 3 It is with these phrases that we must compare 


alibus, ill oat sanctis doctoribus, qui 
eoruxn delicts patorna scirent possent- 
que piotate curare. Itaque in languors 
suo permanent donee doiiciant ; non 
attendonteu illud sapient isHimuni dic- 
tum. ‘ Omnia,’ inquid, ‘ radii licent, 
aed non omnia expedient.’ . 

5. Verum nunc vereor, ne quis mo 
redargue ns dicat : ‘ Non eat tuum, 

{rater, honorabiles ac sublimes more 
pare personas, quorum peccuta Do us 
iudieanda suo roservat iudioio.’ Bed 
meminerit quisquis die eat, quia 
beatissimus Petrus apostolus, qui 
ooteria omnibus apostolis prasminebat, 
et cui Deus ao dominus nos ter lesus 
Cbristus ore proprio locutus fuerat 
dioens : “ Tu es Petrus, et super hanc 

VOL. IV. 


pet ram edificabo a-cclosiam moam. et 
ports- inferi non prasvalebunt adversus 
earn, ot tibi dabo claveB rogni oselorum, 
et quodcunquo ligaveris super ternun 
erit ligatum ot in cedis, et quodcunque 
eolveris super torram erit solutum et 
in oralis,’ quod hunc Paulua nuper ad 
fidom conversus ausus est roprehendere, 
ac divino zelo succenaus coram omnibus 
incropare.” 

1 id. id., ii. 3, 4, 6. 

* For a liCl discussion of the char- 
acter and terms of these treatises 
the roader is referrod to H. Bohmer, 
‘ Kirche und Staat in EnglanIF'tmd 
in dor Normandie,’ to whose work 
1 must express my great debt. 

* Cf. vol. i. pp. 140, 215. 


S 
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the treatment of the relative position and authority of 
the king and the bishop, as it is set out by the author 
of the fourth of the ‘ Tractatus EboracenseB.’ It would 
seem clear that the treatise belongs to the time of the 
Investiture dispute between Anselm and the Kings of 
England. 

The king, he maintains, and the priest are both anointed 
by God, but the priest represents the human nature of Christ, 
in which he is inferior to the Father, while the king represents 
Christ’s divine nature, in which he is equal to the Father ; 
the priest represents Christ as suffering death, and offering 
himself as a sacrifice to God the Father, the king represents 
Christ as about to bo crowned with glory and honour, and 
to reign for ever in his heavenly throne over all authorities 
and pomirs. The angel of the Annunciation said to Mary, 
“ The Lord will give him the seat of his father David,” not of 
his father Aaron, for God gave David authority even over 
priests. It is therefore just that the king should have power 
and authority even over the priest . 1 


1 ‘ Tractatus Eborocensos,' iv. (p. 
666) : “ Quod si quis velit discutore, 
cur saeordoa visibilitor sacrificabnt, et 
rex non sacriiicabat, hoe ideo fiebat, 
ut nonnulla in eis monstraretur cbso 
divoroitus propter divorBitatom uacra- 
monti. Nam aliud oral in parte 
Bacramontum regis, aliud Bocerdotis. 
SacerdoB quippo uliam pnefigurabat 
in Christo naturam, id est hominis, 
rex aliam, id t'Ht Dei. Illo suporiorom 
qua equal id est Deo patri, iato in- 
feriorem que minor eat patri'. Pro- 
figurabat etiam sacerdos, quod Cliristus 
ad oram esset passurua mortem et 
traditurus semet ipsum in oblationem 
et ‘ hoatiam Doo paty in odorem 
Buavitatia.’ Bex autem prefigurabat, 
quod regnaturus esaet in eternum et 
BgBHimts in eolio et aede celesti * supra 
omnem principatum et potestatem et 
virtutem et dominationem,’ et quod 
ooronandua easet gloria et honors et 


conHtituenduB super omnia opera Dei, 
et quod sibi subicienda osaent omnia. 

Et ongelUB ad Mariam: ‘Et da bit,’ 
inquit, * ei Dominus sedem David 
pat ris oiun 1 ct cetera. Non dicit : 
dabit illi sedem Aaron patris eiuB, 
nec dicit : super solium Aaron et 
super regnum eius sodobit, ut con- 
tirmet illud, Bed dicit : dabit illi 
Dominus sedem David et sedebit 
supor solium et regnum David. 
Quibus vorbis ostenditur, quod unum 
solium et una sedes est et unum 
regnum Christi et David. Unde in 
spiritu unus est Christus et David et 
una potestas, nna gloria, una dig- 
nitas Obristi et David. Quare et 
sedes David et solium et regnum et 
potestas et gloria et dignitas super 
omnia et maior omnibus et tmiversis 
Banctior. Ideo etiam et potestatem 
et imperium dedit illi Dominus 
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The author urges that Moses and Joshua and the five kings 
of Israel '•were in the same ■way superior to the priests , 1 and 
he then restates the view that the royal power is greater than 
the priestly, for it represents Christ’s divinity, which is 
greater than his humanity, and it is therefore right that the 
king should rule over the priest and institute him . 8 The 
unction of the king is in one sense the same as that of 
the priest, in another sense it is greater, for the unction of 


super ipsos otiam saoerdotes Domini. 
Dominus inquam dedit, qui niehil 
initiate. Bed omnia iuate fariL. Ius- 
tum ergo fuit, ut rex super aacer- 
dotes et potestatem haberet et 
imperium." 

1 Id. id. (p. 600). 

1 Id. id. (p. 607) j “ Unde et uterque 
in spiritu et ChriHtus et deua eat, 
et in officio iigura et imago Christ i 
et Doi eat. SacerdoH Hacerdotis, rex 
regiti. Sacerdos inforioriu officii et. 
nature, id eat humanitatis, rex aupe- 
rioria, id eat divmitatis. Christua 
enim Deua et homo, verua et summua 
eat rex et sacerdos. Bex ost, aed ox 
eternitate divinitatia, non factus, non 
creatua, non inferior vol diveraus a 
patro, aed oqualiB et unus cum patre. 
Sacerdos vero eat ex assumptions 
humanitatis, factus secundum or- 
dinern Melchizodech ot ereatus et 
ideo minor patre. Qui etiam secun- 
dum quod rex eat, croavit omnia, 
regit omnia, et homines simul guber- 
nans et angeloa aalvat ; secundum 
vero quod sacerdos eat, homines 
tantum redemit, ut secum rognare 
faciat. Hec enim eat tota injentio, 
qua aacerdoa factus oat, et ae ipsum 
obtulit in sacrificiura, ut homines 
regni sui et potestatia regio facerot 
esse participea. Regnum enim celorum 
ubique scripturarum promittit fideli- 
bus, nusquam . autem sacerdotium. 
Uinc igitur apparet maiorem esse in 
Christo regiam, quam sacerdotalom 
potestatem, et preestantiorem, tanto 


scilicet, quanto divinitan eiua maior 
eat humanitate et prroatantior. Quare 
el. a quibuedam estimatur ut in 
hominibus similiter maior ait et pre- 
stantior regia potestas, quam aaoer- 
dotalis, et rex maior et prestantior, 
quam aacordos, ut poto»melioria ot 
pneatantioris Christi nature imitatio 
sive potestatia cmulatio. Quaproptor 
non est, inquiunt, contra Dei iusticiam, 
si sacerdotalis dignitas instituitur per 
regalem vol ei subdita est, quia in 
Christo ita actum ost, ut sacerdos 
fioret por suam regiam potestatem et 
subditus patri ait per aacerdotalem. 
cui est equalia per regiam. . 

Habent tumen rex et aacerdoa com- 
munia quedarn privilogiorum kariamata 
et candem gratiam, habent et quedam 
propria officiaque diveraa. Quanvia 
onim in regendo communem gratiam 
haboro videantur, aliter tamen aaoer- 
dotibus atque aliter regibus in quibua- 
dara agendum est et alia atque alia 
est implende sue adminiatrationis 
gratia. Vorum si sacerdos per regem 
instituitur, non per potestatem hominis 
instituitur, sed per potestatem Dei. 
Potestas enim regia potestas Dei est, 
Dei quidem est per naturam, regis 
por gratiam. Unde et rex Deus et 
Christus eat* aed per gratiam, et 
quicquid facit, non homo simpliciter, 
Bed Deus factus et Christus per 
gratiam facit. Immo ipse, qui^atura 
Deus est et Christus, per vicarium 
auum hoc facit, per quam vices buss 
exsequitur." 
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the priest is after the example of that of Aaron, or of the 
apostles, while that of the king is after that of Jesus Christ, 
whom God anointed before the ages above his fellowB . 1 The 
king is therefore superior to the priest and rules over him, 
and the author quotes some passages from the letter of 
Gregory the Great whieh illustrate his deference and obedience 
to the emperor . 2 

In other passages he claims for kings the power of the 
keys, though what exactly he meant by this is not very easy 
to say , 3 and the chief authority in calling together the Councils 
of the Church, and the right of presiding at them . 4 He main- 
tains that the king is not to be thought of as a mere layman, 
for he is the Lord’s Christ ., 5 and, in another place, that the king 
can remit, sins and offer the bread and wine at the sacrifice of 
the mass, as indeed he does on the day of his consecration . 6 

After all this it seems a. somewhat small matter that he 


1 Id. id. (p. 069) : “ Ktoniin si ad 
ea tantum rnspiciamus, qiubua sanrti- 
flcantur, una oadomquo vidobitur in 
utroque esse et unctio ot aanctificnt io 
et potent an. Si vero ad oxempla 
divino rationia, iuxta quo unguntur 
et sanctificantur, maior regia quam 
saccrdotis et unctio et aanctificul io 
et potcatas. ..... 
Nam unctio quidem ot aanct ilicut in 
eacordotum ad exeinplum Aaron in- 
Btituta oat. quern Moysea unuxeit ot 
eanct idea vit. ot quod maiuH eat, ad 
exomplum apoatolorum, quos uucxcit 
Deus pater unctione apiriluali et 
gratia apiritua aancti. Hegis vero 
unctio inatitula cat ad oxempluni 
illiua, quoin Deua pater ‘ unxit ’ ante 
aecula ‘ pre omnibus part ioipibus auis,' 
Ieau Chriati domini nostri. . 

Quapropter aicut molitr oat iilius 
Doi apostolia auia, et aanct ior unctio 
eiua unctione apoatolorum et potesta-i 
eimr^tSftblimior potestato illorum, ita 
melior esse videtur rox sacordotibm 
et sanctior unctio oius unctione 
illorum et poteatas oius illorum 


potestato aublimior.” 

8 Id. id. (p. 670). 

» Id. id. (p. 672). 

• Id. id. (p. 0715). 

6 Id. id. (p. 679) : “ Ei ergo qui tali- 
bus ao t antis boiiodictionibua bonodici* 
tur, qui lalibus ac tantia sacramentia 
consocrotur ot deiiieatur, null us eat iuro 
prcferenduH, quia nullus pluribus vol 
melioribua benodictionibua benodioitur, 
nullus pluribus et maioribus sacra- 
montis consccraiur ot dinficatur, immo 
nec tot nec paribus, ac per hoc nullus 
ost ci cooquandua. Quaro non eat 
uppollandua laicus, quia Christus 
Domini eat, quia por gratiam Deus 
oat, quia autnmua rector eat, quia 
pastor ot maeiater et defensor et 
instructor soncte enloaie Hummus eat, 
quia fratrum auorum dominus eat et 
ab omnibus adorandus est, quia preaul 
princops et aummus est.” 

* Id. id. (p. 078) s “ Quare et pee- 
cata remittere, et panem et virum 
in sacrificium potest oflerre, quod 
utique fecit in die quo eoronatur, 
precipue videlicet solemnitatia.” 
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should claim that the king is entitled to invest the bishop 
-with the pastoral staff, and indeed it is rather noticeable that 
ho is careful to explain that in doing this he is not conferring 
upon the bishop his rank ( ordo ) or the “ ius sacerdotii,” but 
only the temporal possession and the guardianship of the 
Church, and the power of ruling the people of God. 1 

These contentions are sufficiently startling in the eleventh 
or twelfth centuries, but in order to form a complete conception 
of the standpoint of the author, we must place alongside of these 
principles of the relation of king and bishop, the almost 
more remarkable treatment of the position and authority of 
the Papal See which we find in'the third and fifth Tractates. 
It does not lie within the scope of this work to deal with the 
history of the spiritual authority of Rome, and we*deal with 
the subject here only in order that we may be better able to 
judge of the whole significance of these treatises. 

In the third Tract ate the author is occupied, probably about 
1096, with the dispute which had arisen with regard to the 
recognition by the Pope of some kind of primal ial authority 
of the Archbishop of Lyons over the Archbishops of Rouen, 
Sens, and Tours. William, the Archbishop of Routm, had been 
severely reproved for his neglect to recognise this authority, 
and for Ms disobedience to the Roman See. The author of 
the Tractate in reply to this develops an argument of a 
far-reaching kind. lie says, in the first place, that the arch- 
bishop and other bishops owe to the Roman Pontiff the same 
obedience and no more than the other apostles did to Peter, 
for they are not only followers, but; “ vicars ” of the apostles ; 2 

1 Id. id. (pp. G07, 068). fantum imitator apostolorum, sod et 

* Id., iii. (p. 656) : “ Subifatus ent vicarius, parlicops nomiuis et offloii 
pari forma et ordine simili, quo apos- ot dignitatis ; ot oportet eum non 
tali, quorum vice fungitur, ct quorum doviare ab eorum vestigiis neo eorum 
locum tenet ot otlicium, ^uorumque dignitatem *ninuero nee glorie pulori- 
po to state nititur, eidom eccloaius et tudinom docolorare neo subliznitatia 
beato Petro, qui primuB eidem prte- deeorem suis aotibus dissolvers. Quod 
fuit, fuere subiecti. Bed et eandem contra Romanus pontifex null&nralism 
obedientiam eisdem exhibere paratus subiectionem debet ab eo exigere, 
eat, quam pnedecessoree sui ex- nullam aliam potestatem vel domi- 
hibuerunt apostoli. Eat enim non nationem in eum exeroere, nisi quam 
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in the second place, he urges that the archbishop was also the 
representative of Peter, that he holds that authority of binding 
and loosing which Christ gave to Peter, and that there should 
therefore be no question of superiority between the Archbishop 
of Bouen and the Boman Pontiff, and that neither could judge 
the other. (So one can judge a bishop but God only . 1 These 
contentions are sufficiently drastic in their character, but the 
author goes still further 

He discusses the question whether the Archbishop of Bouen 
could rightly be expected to recognise the authority of the 
Archbishop of Lyons, and contends that there was no justi- 
fication for this. (T^ie supporters of Borne, he suggests, might 
say that he musr obey the Commands of Borne, for it had 
been decreed that the Boman Church should be the mother 
and lord* of all Churches. He admits that this had been 


apobtohm Petrus, predecessor suns, 
exereuit in alios apostolos, quorum 
vicein, locum, dignitatem et offlciuiu 
ot potestatem tenoro dinosoitur.” 

1 Id. id. (p. 657) : “ Amplius : 

Nullam aliam putostatem, nullam 
dominationem debet exeroero Romanus 
pontifox super Rotliomagousem, nisi 
quam super so ipsum exorcuit Petrus. 
Ipse etenim vices Petri et locum 
tenet ot oflioium ot. in hoc Petrus 
ost, quoniam eandem Spiritus sancti 
gratiam, eandem potestatem lipsndi 
atque solvendi adopt us eat ot eandem 
claves regni colorum accepit a Christo, 
quas Petrus et vicarius oius Romanus 
pontifex, in quo et ipso Romanus 
poniifex Petrus eat. Et tamen non 
tree Potri, Simon Petrus, Romanus 
pontifex et Rothomagensis, sed unus 
Petrus, quia unus in omnibus est 
spiritus, una potestas, una tides et 
secundum hoc * cor unub et anims 
una.’ Sed et omnes apoatoli, et omnm 
episcopi, immo omnis sancta ecclesia 
in Hub est unus Petrus, et quia vero 
petre adherent, id eat Christo, una 
cum so petra sunt et unus spiritus. 
Hac igitur ratione Romanus pontifex 


ac Rothomagensis unus Petrus sunt, 
immo una petra et unus spiritus. Ac 
per hoe neuter alteri preeferendus est 
nec alter ah altero iudieandus. Qua 
onim ratione unus ita posset dividi, 
ut superior so ipso fieret et inferior t 
Non enim secundum quod uterque 
homo est, alter alteri prefertur vel 
ab altero iudicatur, sed secundum 
hoc, quod uterque Petrus est. Vel 
quis est. qui deboat iudicare Christum 
eoque superior fieri f Qui enim vult 
iudicare Rothomagensem archiopis- 
copum et et Christum et qui vult 
eo superior fieri et Christo. ‘ Unus ’ 
enim cum eo ‘ est spiritus.’ Propter 
quam unitatrm ipse Christus ad 
discipulos suos loquitur dieens ; ‘ Qui 
vos recipit, me rocipit et, qui vos 
spernit*, me spernit et qui vos tangit, 
tangit quasi pupillam oculi moi.’ Sicut 
ergo ChriBtus a nullo iudieandus est, ita 
nec Rothomagensis archiepiscopus ab 
ullo nisi a boIo Deo est iudieandus. 
Quia ut aiunt beatus Petrus, Clemens 
et Anacletus, nullus episcopus nisi a 
solo Deo est iudieandus. Omnes 
etenim episcopi dii sunt, et dii nisi 
a solo Deo sunt iudicandi.” 
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decreed by the Bishops of Borne and their followers, but, he 
maintains, this had not been done by ChriBt or his apostles. 
If any Church was the mother of other Churches, it was 
that of Jerusalem. The truth was that Borne had been 
set over other Churches, not by the authority of Christ and 
his apostles, but by that of man, and this because of the 
glory and authority of the imperial city. The position of 
Borne rested not upon legitimate authority but upon usurpa- 
tion, even though this had arisen from the necessity of avoiding 
divisions. Originally the Church had been governed by the 
common council of the presbyters : it was only the fear of 
division which had led to the rule that one of the presbyters 
should be set over the others, and have the care of the whole 
Church. 1 


1 Id. id. (p. 659) : “ Sed fortasse ad 
hrec dicturi sunl : ‘ Non pro his quo 
tu dicis preesse velum uh, sed propter 
hoe, quod ita decretum est a aam-tis 
patribus, ut Romana oedema sit mater 
Pt magiBtra omnium ecclesiarum et 
episcopus eius Hummus sit omnium 
episcoporum.’ Hoc, inquam, sancti 
patreB decrovorunt, oiusdem videlicet 
ecclesia pontificos et sequaces eorum, 
et hoc per potentiam Romani imperii 
et propter urbis oxoollontiam, quo 
caput erat totius orbis. Verum ob 
initio nascentis ecclesia non sic. Neque 
enim Christus hoc decrevit, non hoc 
sanxerunt apostoli, non septuaginta 
duo discipuli, non protomartir et 
primus archidiaconus Stephanus et 
socii eius hoc statuerunt, quos principes 
et prim os patres omnium credentium 
esse nemo nisi inperitus ne gat. . . . 
Ecclesia enim, que est Hierosolimis, 
ipsa omnium ecclesiarum mater est. 
. . . Ipsa etenim Dei pa)ris sponsa 
erat ac per hoc filiorum Dei mater 
merito debet nominari. Hec de Roma 
non sunt scripta vel predicta, nisi forte 
per imitationem et flguram, non per 
primatum dicatur Hieruaolem. . . . 
Sed licet boo vera sint, Romana tamen 


ecclesia ab hominibus, non a Christo 
vel apostolis ei prelata est. Qui etai 
sancti sunt, Christum tamen et eius 
apostoloH ois preform debemus et ouc- 
toritatem eorum magis soqui, que est 
veritatis lumen et magisterium nostre 
salutis. Nam Bicut etiam ipsi sancti 
patres testantur, quod Romana ecclesia 
prefertur, hoc, lit propter potentiam 
imperii et dignitatem urbis, ut qui 
videlicet erat caput orbis ot prinoeps 
erroris, caput quoque beret religionis. 
Verumtaraen hoc ab hominibus insti- 
tutum est, non a Christo deo vel ab 
apostolis. Ac per hoc in hao institu- 
tiono non consistit causa nostre salva- 
tionis. Unde etsi non preferretur, 
non procederet inde causa nostre per- 
ditionis. Si quis ergo ei se subdere 
non vult, quid dampni meretur a 
Deo, cuius in hoc ordinationi minima 
resistit t 

Sed quod prefertur, videamus, utrum 
sit ordo logitimus an usurpatio, quam 
nocessitas compellit fieri. Sed non est 
ordo legitimus, quia hoc lege sua do- 
creviaset Christus et senatus ardi "asset 
apostolicus. Est ergo usurpatio, quam 
nocessitas fieri corapulit. Antequam 
enim diaboli instinctu studia in re- 
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(The fifth Tractate, which is attributed by Bfihmer to 
the same period of the Investiture conflict in England as 
the fourth, renews the attack upon the Papacy in very 
strong language..; The author contends that the Pope com- 
manded much which Christ had not commanded, and he 
complains bitterly of the intolerable burden which the Pope 
imposed upon the bishops in compelling their frequent 
attendance at Home. He complains that the bishops were 
compelled to sell the goods of their churches in order to 
satisfy the greed of the papal officials. He contends that if 
the Pope excommunicated bishops because they were not 
obedient to him in such matters as those mentioned above, 
the excommunication was void and of no effect . 1 Ho con- 


b'gione ficrciA ot dicercnl ill populis : 
‘ Ego sum 1’mili, ego Apollo, ego 
autcm Cephe, coinmuni presbitororum 
consilio occlesio gubcrnabantur. I'ost- 
quam vero uuuRquixquo eon, quon 
baptizaverat, putabut suos, non Christ i, 
in to to orbo decrotnni est, ut unus 
do prcxbiteris elect us .superponerutur 
cetoris, ad quam omnis eura eeelesie 
portincrot ot scismatuin xernina toller- 
entur. Scismata iique causa sunt, 
quod Romanim poutifex cunctis pro- 
latus est. Si ergo non sunt in nobis 
scismata, non osl, quoil nobis faciat. 
Ad hoc euim tantum prdatuR est, ut 
scismata tollut. Bed timeo, ne et 
ipse ecisma faciat in ecclosin. Hum 
enixn occlosiam, que una ext, dividit, 
ot ex una duux fucif, aliain Hiiperiorom 
et aliom iuferiorom, quia unitatem 
eculeaie dividit , si isma utique facit.” 

1 Id. v. (p. 680) : “ Et tamon Ho- 
manuB pontiles, multa alia mandat, qutu 
non mandavit Christos, multa alia ad- 
nuntiat, quae nullus aduuntiavit apos- 
tolus. Mandat enim et saemmento 
oompellit omnoa orchiepiscopos per 
aingulos annos visitare limima apostol- 
orunf, mandat et oompellit episcopoe 
Christ! ire homam Blue ulla necessitate 

et causa racionabili, sed solo libitu 


proprie voluntatis et osteiitatu domi- 
nationis. ...... 

Est quoque et aliud Deo valde con- 
trarium, quod vendunt. bona ecolesi- 
anim, quibus et elomosinam dare et 
pauperes alere (deberent), precia (que) 
socum forvint, ut habeant quod official] - 
bus tribuant, non dico palatinis cani- 
bus — hoe enim dieere absurdum est, — 
Red offieielibuR, apud quoR, nisi dedor- 
int (leeuniam, nullam invonient gratiam 
et CbristuR ante foros ot fame sitique 
erueiatnr el ogeRtatem in membris 
huik patitur. Hoe quippo omnes epis- 
copi oertissime experiuntur, qui nuo 
aliquibus negotiis K«nmm ire coguntur. 

Et Ri propterea uliquom excommuni- 
caverit, quod ei in tali bus obediens 
non sit, si in aliis omnibus Deo obediet, 
non vereatur, sed audiat summum 
pontifieem, qui omnibus sibi obedient i- 
bus (licit : * Ecco ego vobiscum sum 
omnibus diebus usque ad consumma- 
1 ionem scculi.' A quo nulla oxoom- 
mmueatioitb potent si bi obedientem 
separare. Sieut enim absolutione sua 
non potest effioere ut membrum diaboli 
fiat mombrum CbxiBti, ita sua excom- 
municat ione non potest efficere, ut mem- 
brum Christi fiat membrum diaboli.” 
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demns vehemently the action of the Pope in exempting many 
of the abbeys from episcopal jurisdiction, and maintains that 
such exemptions ought not to be recognised, for they are con- 
trary to God’s ordinance, and the Pope has no authority to 
change this. 1 He denounces the attempt of the PopeB to 
destroy the authority of the king in the rule of the Church ; 
this contradicts the principle laid down by Pope Gelasius that 
the world, and by the world here is meant the Church, is 
governed by the two authorities, the priestly and the royal. 
By the royal authority in the Church he here clearly means 
the right of “investiture,” and he maintains again that the 


king is no mere layman. 2 

1 Id. id. (p. 081) : “ Sod hit) ohmiftain 
ad alia voniaimis, quo Romani pontiflees 
faciunt, et quo pacis ecclesiastics vin- 
culum et concordiam rumpunt. Inter 
ecclesias quippe abbatum el cpiacopo- 
rum et inter ipaoa abbatoa et opiscopoa 
diasensionis iurgia faciunt, dum ab- 
batibus, ut non obodianl vel adquies- 
cant episcopia suis, qui sunt summi 
sacordotoa Domini, privilogia confcrrunt 
et inferiorOH wuporioribua adequaro con- 
tondunt. Undo fit, ut ab ipsis abbati- 
bua noc audiantur opiucopi noc recipi- 
antur, aed apernantur ot iniuriu tan- 
gantur. ...... 

Sed ad hoc respondemuh , quia nullum 
privilegium factum contra Dei ordina- 
tionem, contra apoatolorum doctrinam 
et contra precedent ium sanctorum 
instructionem, non aolum non eat 
tenendum, aed nec etiam audiendum, 
quoniam et RomanuH pontifex non ad 
hoc ordinatuu eat, ut Dei ordmationi 
vel ipae resistat, vel alios resistere 
facial vel ut contra apoutolorum doctri- 
nam aliquid agat et predecessorum 
auorum statuta convellat et eccleaiie 
Dei maleficiat easque exhSnoret et 
gloria et potestate a Deo aibi collate 
expoliet, et inter metres ecclesiaa et 
filias et inter membra et capita aciama 
et divisionem faciat, quo deaolationia 
oauaa est et cadendi." 


3 Id. id. (p. 084) : “ Sed hia ob- 

missis ad idiud transeamus, quod faci- 
unt ad maximum totiuH ^ccleaie do- 
trimentum, quod videlicet regalem 
potestatom romovere nituntur a prin- 
cipatu et regimine omnium ecclesi- 
orum, cum beatua Gelasius dioat : 
* Duo aunt qui bus hie mundua prin- 
cipalitor regitur : aaeordotalis auoto- 
ritas et regalia potoataa.’ Mundum 
videlicet appellans ehristianum popu- 
lum, id ost sanctam occleaiam in 
mundo adlmc porogrinantom. Hano 
quippo principaliter regit aaeordotalis 
auctoritaa cl regalia potestas. 

. . . . Et hec quidem 

aublimis et gloriosn investiture est, 
qua Deua imperatorem aive regem 
invoatit, ut habeat poteatatem oelitua 
datam super omnea homines ad hoe, 
ut qui bona appetunt adiuventur, ut 
celorum via largiua pateat, et terroetre 
regnum oelesti regno famuletur, et 
ut manui sue aacerdotee auoa Christua 
comittat et eiadem etiam dominori 
concedat. Qui ergo hanc inveatituram 
eia auferre igtitur, contra Dei ordina- 
tionem iudiciumque agere molitur. 
Xuatum quippe eat, ut eadem menus 
quibus aacerdotes a Deo comnqgsi sunt, 
ut eia etiam dominetur ipsis aoer- 
dotibus, partem investiture huius 
eiadem aaoerdotibuB largiatur. In- 



282 


^CONFLICT OF PiPACY AND EMPIRE. [PABT m. 


It is difficult to say what importance we are to attach to 
these very abnormal contentions, to determine how far they 
represent tendencies of thought common in some circles, or 
are merely individual opinions. The parallel to some of Hugh 
of Henry's words is obvious, and the ultimate literary source 
of the conceptions may be ihe same ; but while Hugh in using 
these phrases is also careful to guard against the possibility of 
misinterpretation, and to assert the superior dignity of the 
spiritual office, the author of these Tractates seems to be 
anxious to press his argument far beyond what was needed to 
maintain either the right of royal “ investiture,” or the divine 
authority of the Temporal power. 

We have already considered in detail the position of Gregory 
of Catint as expressed in his treatise^ ‘ Orthodoxa Defensio 
ImperiaJis,’ written probably in the year 1111, with regard to 
the impiety of revolt against the Temporal power, and the 
exercise of the right of “ investiture ” of bishops by the king 
or emperor. 1 He uses, however, soim important phrases of 
which we must here take account^ In one place he says 
that it was God who had established in the Church princes 
and higher powers, for whom the Apostle bids us always 
to pray ; and we ought to think of the King as the head of 
the Church. It is not unseemly that the prelates of the 
Church should receive “ investiture ” with staff and ring from 
the Emperor, for if the prince is head of the Church he 
should not be excluded from the “ creation ” of the office or 
ministry of his members.® The title of Head of the Church 

veatiture dioo huius regiminiB vide- pertinent, umbo simul tribuunt, ambo 
licet et dominations in populum ot simul execuntur.” 

posseseionis temporal! um rerum, non 1 Cl. vol. iii. p. 122, and this 
saeerdotii et sacerdotalium gratiarum. vol. p. 106. 

In his enim numquoxn audivi inves- * Gregory of Catino, ‘ Orthodoxa 
titur&m nominar>. Cum' autem banc Defensio . Imperialis,' 2: “ Constituit 
investituram rex tribuit, non laic us, otiam in ea (i.e., eocleeia) prinoipes 
sed christus Domini tribuit, christus sublimioresque potestates, pro quibus 
videlicdi. Domini per gratiam ei eon- semper orare preoipit idem apostolus, 
regnans, qui Christus dominus est per dicens : ‘ Obsecro primum omnium fieri 
natoram, et quia isti Christo conreg- obsecrationes, orationee etc.’ . . . Quod 
nant simul, quo ad regnum suum vero caput eooleaie regem debeamua 
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as applied to the secular ruler is strange and unusual, and it 
is diffic ult to know what precise significance Gregory attaches 
to it. It may possibly be connected with the stress which he 
lays upon the unction of kings and emperors, 1 but Gregory 
docs not himself make the connec tion? ) 


Placidus of Nonantula, in his treatise, ‘ Liber de Honore 
Bcclesiac,’ probably written in 1112, is concerned primarily 
with the questions of “investiture ” and of the sacred char- 
acter of the property of the Church, and we have already 
considered his work at some length in relation to this matter.* 
This work is, however, of great importance in relation to the 
matter we are now concerned with — that is, the principles of 
the relations of the temporal and spiritual authorities, for 
we find ip if. the first clear example of the interpretation 
of the ‘CjDonation of Constantine ” in the sense in which it 
was later understood. As we have attempted to show, it is 
clear that in its original sense this was related to the claim of 
the Roman See to succeed to the Byzantine authority in the 
Exarchate, and the other possessions which still held in 
Italy in the latter part, of the eighth century vO* 

/Placidus seems clearly to understand the - " Donation ” as 
m&Sening that Constantine bestowed upon Pope Silvester his 
whole authority in the West, and so far the position of 
Placidus seems to be quite clear, but beyond this he is not 
easy to interpret. He says that inasmuch as Constantine 
had rendered honour to the ApoBtle (Peter), and had left 
the western kingdom to the vicar of Peter, God granted 
him to hold the whole Roman kingdom ; for Pope Silvester, 


intelligere, ammonet scripture divina 
inquiens ad Saul era : * Cuin essfes par- 
vuius in oculis tuis caput in Israel tet 
ccmstitui.’ ..... 
In quo etiara prsecepto Domini non 
inoongruum videtur, si prelati ecolesia- 
ab imperatore prius suscipiant proprii 
honoris, investiture baculi vel anuli, 
assensum, quam a pontifice coneecren- 
tur ; quia si princepa caput ecclesia- 
predicatin', a membrorum suorum 


officii aive minieterii creatione nuilo 
modo cut ropollendus.” 

1 Id. id., 8 ; “ Nam regos et impora- 
tores propter sacram unctionom christi 
nuncupantuC et sic suorum ministerio 
vel officio sive prelatione sacramentis 
eccleaiffi sunt uniti, ut in nulio debeant 
separari." 

* Cf.p. 132. 

* Cf. vol. i. pp. 287-280. 
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although Constantine had granted it, followed the example 
of Christ, and would not puffer the crown of the kingdom 
to be placed upon his heaH, but rather desired Constantine 
in holding the kingdom to render his devoted service to 
the Church. 1 What exactly Placidus may have meant is 
difficult to say. He may possibly mean simply that Silvester 
refused to accept the political authority over the West, 
but he may also, and more probably, mean that while 
refusing to exercise this in his own person, he desired 
Constantine to exercise it as the representative or servant 
of the Church. The latter is perhaps suggested by the con- 
text, for he seems to use the action of Pope Silvester as 
a precedent, for the tenure 6f dukedoms and the other great 
temporalities by the Church. It is unfortunate that the 
subject it merely mentioned incidentally by Placidus, but we 
shall rec.ur to it presently when dealing with llonorius 
of Augsburg. 

We have iu the earlier part of this volume traced the 


1 Flacidus of Nonantula, ‘ Liber de 
Honors Ecelenia\’ 67 : “ Bed quia mul- 
tociens plus exempln quam verba pto- 
fioiunt, attendera dignorvrtir Christian- 
issimi imperatoreh vonerabilis ot Deo 
emabilis Constontini, qui primus Ko- 
mauoruni ixnperat orum fidom Christ i 
susuepit, admirondu? humilitatis exom- 
plum, Nam cum crodidisset Cliristo, 
dicena valdo indignum esse, ut ibi ter- 
reous imperat or sodom regni haberot , ubi 
IX' us omnipotens prineipoin sanetitatis 
vicammi beati Votri apostoli const it u- 
isaet, beatissimo paper Silvostro omues 
Duperies partes relinquens, sui nominis 
nobilisaimam civitatem o-difienns, illuc 
suum transtulit regnum. Hoc cnim 
ipae in privilegio sancta 1 tlomaiia- ti'c- 
cieeifB testator inquiens : 1 Congruum 

proepexinuis etc.’ ” 

Id. id., 91 : “Cum vero postea per 
beaturo Silveatrum baptizatua fuisset 
( Const antinus ) et vera cordis humili- 
tato deoroviseet iniustum videri ibi se 


imporialem sedom habere, ubi Dcus 
vicarium beati Petri constituit. Con- 
stant inopolitanam civitatom aidificaus 
ibidom gloriosus regnavit. Cui Deus, 
quia beatum honoravit apustolum et 
eias vicorio occidentals regnum reliquit, 
omno regnum Komanum ox integro 
habere concessit. Beatus enim papa 
Silvester, quainvia ille dedorit, tamen 
ipse Christi domini soquens exemplum, 
suu sonctissimo capiti coronam regni 
imponi passus non eat, sed euxn magis 
rogavit, ut rognum tenendo lecciosife 
sancta 1 devote serviret. 1'nde viden- 
tur ihi voritatem non tenere, qui 
ducatus et znarchias vel alias proeelaas 
possessiones tecclesiat nomine poaaeaai- 
onis ei eubiugari non debere contendunt. 
Nunquam enim hoc sanctiaaimus Sil- 
vester, prudentisaimua et sapientiaai- 
mus existens, aanctee atoclesiee donari 
permitterel, nisi convenire eertisaime 
scirot diviruc voluntati et a aanetia 
prophetis olim predictum.” 
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very significant development, in his successive treatises, of the 
attitude of Geoffrey, the Abbot oS Venddme, to the “ investi- 
ture ” question, 1 and in one of tl»se, written probably about 
the year 1119, there now stands a passage of considerable 
importance in relation to our present subject. 2 The treatise 
belongs to the last years of the “ investiture ” controversy ; 
and while Geoffrey still repudiated firmly the concession of 
the “ investiture ” with ring and staff, he was prepared to 
admit ihat the Emperor might invest the bishop with the 
t emporalitios of the diocese. In this passage Geoffrey declares 
that it is by the divine law that we are ruled by kings and 
emperors, and that it. is by the same law that “ we ” owe them 
honour and reverence ; and he# seems clearly to mean the 
clergy as well as the laity. He goes on to urge the great 
mischiefs which arise when the “regnum ” and the “sacer- 
dotiurn ” are in conflict with each other. (Christ willed that 
both the spiritual and the material sword should bo used for 
the defence of his Church. Finally, and this is the most 
significant thing, he urges the great danger of an unwise use 
of the jjo wer of excommunication ; he urges that it is very 
doubtful whether it is wise to excommunicate any one who is 
supported by a multitude of men, lest greater scandal should 
arise than the- good which is hoped for from the exercise of 
strict justice 


1 Cf. pp. 147-159. 

1 It is suggested that this passage 
may have boon added later. Cf. * Lib. 
do Lito,’ vol. ii. p. 078. 

* Geoffrey, Abbot of Vendome, 

‘ Libollus,’ iv. : “ Ex iure divino rogibus 
quidem ct imporatoribus dominamur ; 
ipsiB tamon ex eodem iure, quia Christ i 
domini sunt, honorem debomus et 
roverentiam sicut dicit apostolus : 
‘ Regem reveromini.’ . m 
Voluit bonus dominus et magister 
noster Christus spiritualem gladium 
et materialom eese in defensione eec- 
clesiffi. Quod si alter ab altero retun- 
ditur, hoc lit contra illius voluntatem. 
Hao occasione de regno iustitia tollitur, 


ol pax do mcclosia, Bcandala suscitantur 
et scismata, et fit animarum perditio 
simul et corporum. Et dum regnum 
et socerdotium, unum ab altero im- 
pugnatur, perielitatur utrumque. Nam 
rex et Komanus pontifex, cum unus 
contra alium, alter pro regui consue- 
tudtno, alter pro a'cclesia* libertate 
erigitur, regnum illsm consuetudinem 
obtinore nec potest nee poterit, et 
cocciesia su# libortatis amittit pluri- 
mum. Rex pneterea sacrosaneta com- 
muniono pariter et regia dignitate 
privatur ; a Romano pontiflflb multis, 
qui sibi servire debuerant, necessitate 
cogente servitur : et qui a pontifice 
docendus erat et ducendus a rege, rex 
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It is evident that Geoffrey had no donbt about the divine 
source of temporal authority, and his doubt about the wisdom 
of the unrestrained use offeexcommunication is very signifi- 
cant in one who was a determined supporter of the papal 
position. 

The last treatise which wej^ave to examine in this portion 
of our work is that entitled ‘Summa Gloria,’ written by 
Honorius of Augsbdfg^ The treatise was probably written 
not long after the Settlement of Worms, and from the stand- 
point of a resolute upholder of the papal tradition ; but 
Honorius is not so much concerned with the circumstances of 
the conflict of the years from 1076 to 1122 as with an 


et pontifex J.opulum aequitur. .Habeat 
autem H-rcleaia pacem ot regnum 
iuHtitiam ; habeat rex consuetudinem, 
sed bonam, et non quam male reposcit, 
sed quam Hupra diximun iaveatituram. 
Habeat cocclesia Buarn libertatem. Bed 
summopere caveat, no, dum nimia 
emunxerit. eliciat sanguinem, ot dum 
rubiginem de vase eonatur eradore, vas 
ipaum frangatur. Hoc eat pnocipuum 
discrecionia mombrum, no quia qualibot 
actiono rocdesiip o sathAna circum- 
veniatur. Tune onim a sathana cir- 
cumvenitur, quando sub specie iuatitisc 
ilium per nimiam tristitiam porire 
contingit qui potuit liborari per indul- 
gentiam. Prmterea bonus et dis- 
cretua AuguHtinua in epistola ad Fai- 
menianum dieit, * vix aut nunquam ox- 
oommuuioandum esse qui in malo opore 
obstinatam multitudinem habet seeum.' 
Nam tolerabilius videtur uni parcere, no 
in leodeaia scisma sominetur plurimo- 
rum. Et beatisaimus doctor et martyr 
Ciprianua assent, dicens : 1 Scisma non 
eat faciendum, etiamsi in e&dem fide et 
in eadem traditione non peimaneat qui 
reoedit.' Et Salomon in Ecolesiastice : 

• Scindens ligna periolitabitur in eis, sj 
oxoiderit ferrum.’ Item in Exodo : 

* In domo una comeditur : non eicietis 
de domo caroem foras.' Ex quibua 


vorbis colligitur eum non exrommuni- 
candum qui multitudinem habet seeum, 
ne dum unum corrigere nitimur, per- 
ditio fiat multorum. Hoc etiam 
Ieronimus ad AuguBtinum scribit, 
dieona, quod secundum beatorum apos- 
tolorum Petri et Pauli prudentiam 
dispenBationomque honestam. all- 
quando fieri nocosse est quod iuro 
reprehonditur, ne ohristianee plebi 
fidei seandalum oriatur. Nam propter 
metum Iudneorum, no ipai acandaliz- 
arentur, ot Paulua post conversionem 
Timotheum circumeiaum fecit, ot cforo- 
moniaa etiam exerouit Iudeeorum, 
ot Potrus coogit quoadam iudaizaro 
gontilium, uterque aanctua apostolus 
simulans so vetoris legis prsecepta 
sorvare, no qui fideles ex Iudeeis faoti 
fuerant susceptam voritatia notioiam 
soandalizati negarent. Fooerunt hoe 
sancti apostoli misericordi et pia 
compa&iono, non simulatione fallaci, 
quam vis legem post euangelium non 
ease servandum m inim e dubitarent. 
Ubi boatissimaB vitas viri inteliiguntur 
non quidem commutasse consilium, sed 
ad horam pro aliorum salute suss 
doctrinre sententiam," 

1 There seems no sufficient reason 
to doubt that this is what is meant by 
“ Augustodunensis.” 
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attempt to analyse and compare the origin and nature of 
the two great authorities. His ^position is rather strange, 
for his theories are in several Joints very extreme, while 
his practical conclusions are in some respects moderate and 
conciliatory. 

(Se begins and concludes his treatise with an emphatic 
statement of the superior dignity of the “ sacerdotium,” and 
illustrates this in various ways. He takes Abel to be a type 
of the priestly office, Cain of the royal ; Shem he identifies 
according to a patristic tradition with Melchizcdek aB the first 
true priest, while the Roman empire, he says, is descended 
from Japheth, and he finds similar types of the two author- 
ities in Isaac and Ishmael, and in Jacob and Esau. As the 
peasant is subject to the deacon, the soldier to the priest, the 
prince to the bishop, so the king is subject to the Pope . 1 
He iB met, however, with the objection that the king is not 
a layman, for ho is anointed with the oil of the priests ; but 
he sets this contention contemptuously aside, and points out 
that on the admission of all men the king has no ecclesiastical 
office, but is evidently a layman who cannot perform any of 
the functions which belong to an ecclesiastic ; and he makes 
the technical distinction that the king is anointed only with 
oil, while the priest is anointed with “ chrism,” and points out 


1 Honorius Augustodunonsis, ‘ Sum- 
ma Gloria,’ 1 : “ Cum universitas 

fidelium in clerum et populum distri- 
buatur, et clerus quidem speculative, 
populus autem negociativw vitae as- 
cribatur, et sepe htuc para spirituals, 
hsec vero secularis nozninetur, et ista 
sacerdotali, ilia autem rogali virga 
gubernetur, solet plerumque • apud 
pleroeque queri, utrum sacerdotium 
regno, an regnum sacerdotio iure 
debeat preferri. Ad quo^ quidem 
breviter possem respondere, quod si- 
cut spiritalis prefertur seouluri, vel 
clerus precellit populum ordine, sic 
sacerdotium transcenderet regnum 
dignitate.” 

2. Abel and Cain. 


ti. Shem and Japheth. 

8. Isaac and Ishmael, and Jacob 
and Esau. “ Igitur si rusticus iure 
serviet diacono, tuno iure miles presby- 
toro. Et si miles presbytero, tuno 
princeps opiscopo. Et si prinoeps 
episoopo, tunc iustissime rex, qui 
utique est dc numoro laicorum, sub- 
iectus orit apostolico.” 

id. id., 31 : “ Igitur horum omnium 
stolidse assertiones a senaatis sunt oon- 
futandse, unmo ab omnibus ratione 
utentibus reprobande, cum regnum 
sacerdotio, populus elero iure subiaoeat, 
et sicut sol lung;, spiritual aninue, 
oontemplativa vita aotivas, sio aaoer- 
dotium regno premineat.” 
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that the king is anointed not by another king, but by the 
priejfc? « 

Honorius is therefore cljear that the priestly dignity is 
much greater than the royal, but he goes much further than 
this, and sets out a theory of the origin and nature of secular 
authority which was, as we think, entirely new, and even 
contradictory to the normal tradition (^As we have frequently 
pointed out, it was the normal doctrine of the Fathers that the 
Temporal power had been instituted by God. Gelasius in the 
fifth century had maintained that Christ himself had created 
and separated the two powers which were to govern the world, 
and from the ninth century this had been modified into the 
doctrine that. Christ had established the two powers in his 
Church . 2 Honorius puts forward a wholly different view. He 


1 Id. id., 0 : " Sed garruli forluKso 
tumido fawtu eontendunt rogem non 
esae do numero laicorum, cum unctus 
nit oloo sacerdotum. fioa inanifefetu 
ratio insensatoa deridet, ot impruden- 
tium hominum ignorant iam perapocta 
veritaa obimiteBcoro faciot. Aut onim 
rox out laicus aut olerious. Sed ni non 
oet ltticus, tunc cat cleneua. Et si cat 
clericus, tunc aut oat «stiarius aut 
leotor out exorcists aut acolillius out 
subdiaconua aut diaconua aut presby- 
ter. Si do iiia gradibus non eat, tutic 
cloricuB non eat. l’orro ai nee luicus 
nec cierioua cat, tunc monaclius oat. 
Sed monachus ouin oxcusat uxor 
ot gladiua. ‘ Non onim aino cauaa 
gladimn portat ; vindox oet onim iros 
Dei in hoc ipsum constitutus.’ Sod 
nec monocho nec otiam clorico hoot 
urn portaro.” 

Id. id., 28 : “ Sed suut quidam 

qui so osao sapient es dicunt, sed atulti 
faoti sunt, qui audont oflirmare, quod 
rogibufi liceat epiacopatus vol abbatias 
vel reliquoa oanonicas dignitatea dare. 
Dicunt onim ; ‘ Bex sancto oleo un- 
gitur, oloro et populo preficilur : idoo 
utriusquo dignitatea iuro dare con- 
vincitur. ’ Horum falsiaaima affirma- 


tivu hubruitur venaaima negativa cor* 
unique nogatio statuitur veritatia 
allimiatione. Age ergo, percontor 
boa, opiucoputua, ubbatiaD, propoaituraj 
utrum aint apiri tales dignitatea an 
aeoularoa. Keapondobunt : ‘ Spiritalea,’ 
Diai sint doniontus,. At ego : ‘ Rox 

eat apiiitalia an soculuris 7 ’ ‘ Secu- 

larist inquiunt. Ergo apiritalia digni- 
taa niliil pertinot ad secularem per- 
sonam. Adhuc Bciscitor ooa : ‘ Licet 
regi mi. -Hum cantare nocne 7 ’ Respon- 
debunt : * Minime.’ ‘ Quure 7 ’ * Quia,’ 
oiunt, * non eat soconloa.’ Et ego : 
* Si ideo ei non licet celebraro miasam, 
quia sauordos non eat, ergo nec eoolesi- 
am, in qua missa cantatur, lioet ei 
dare, quia laicus eat.’ ” 

Id. id., 33 : “ Quod si quia aatrux- 
orit has duaa personas honors ao 
dignilate pares videri, eo quod hae 
solai personae in lege precipuntur oleo 
aancto ungi, eoiendum eBt, quod rex 
tantum qjeo, aooerdoa autezn ohriamate 
ungebatur et per omnia aua conae- 
oratio regia unotioni preferebatur ; 
et in hoc etiam diiferebant, quod 
non rex a rege, sod a aaoerdote 
conseorabatur.” 

1 Cf. vol. i. pp. 190, 266. 
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first urges that from the time of MoseB to that of Samuel 
the Israelites were governed not»by kings but by priests and 
prophets, that it was Samuel who created the kingship, that it 
was the priests and prophets who continued to elect and 
anoint the king, and that after the Exile it was again the 
priests who ruled over Israel . 1 When Christ the true King 
and Priest came, he gave his Church laws, and ho created 
the “ sacerdotium,” not the “regnum,” to rule over his 
Church, and over the “ sacerdotium ” he set Peter, who left 
this authority to his successors. Thus from the time of Christ 
to that of Silvester the Church was ruled only by priests^ 

This is indeed a far-reaching and fundamental conception, 
and ono which seems inconsistent with the traditional eccle- 
siastical theory, and the statement is followed by an appli- 
cation and interpretation of the “ Donation of Corfbtantine,” 
to which, so far as we know, there is no earlier parallel. The 
time at last came, Honorius says, when God changed the 
time of persecution to the time of peace, and transformed the 
rebellious empire of the pagans into the kingdom of Christian 
men. Constantino was converted by Silvester, the prince of 
the priests of the Church, and placed the crown of the 
kingdom upon the head of the Boman Pontiff, and decreed 
that no one should thenceforth receive »tho Boman Empire 
without his consent. Silvester, however, recognised that those 
who rebelled against the priests could not be constrained by 
the sword of the Word of God alone, but only by the material 


1 Id. id., 10-14. 

* Id. id., 15 i “ Dominus Iesua 
Christus, verus rex et saoerdos secun- 
dum ordinem Melchisodoch, sponsae 
sum, tecclesue, leges et iura statuit, et ad 
hanc gubemandam non regnufn, sed 
sacerdotium instituit. In quo Petrum 
apoatolum prefecit, cui et dixit : * Tu 
es Petrus, et super hanc pet#am sedifl- 
cabo eeoclesiam itieam, et porta; inferi 
non prevalebunt adversus earn. Et 
tibi dabo claves regni colorum ; ot 
quodcunque ligaveris super terrain, 
erit ligatuzn et in celis, et quod- 
cumque solveris super terrain, erit 

VOL. IV. 


Rolutum et in celis.’ Hanc potes- 
tatem sacerdotii Petrus a Domino 
accepit, hanc successoribus suis reli- 
quit. Sicut ergo a tempore Moysi 
usquo ad Samuelum sacerdotes populo 
Dei prefuorunt, ita a tempore Chrieti 
usque ad Silvestrum soli sacerdotes 
ceccleaiam Doi rexorunt, quse ab eis 
legibus et ‘moribus optimo institue- 
batur, ad aotemam patriam ogregio 
erudiobatur, a regibus vero^undique 
inpugnabatur, qui earn a oultu veri 
Dei modis omnibus avertere et ad 
culturam demonum converters immo 
compellere nitebantur.” 


T 



290 


^ONFLICT OP PAPACY AND EMPIRE, 


[pabt in. 


sword, and joined the same Constantine to himself as a 
fellow-worker in the field of the Lord, and as a defender 
of the Church against the pagans, Jews, and heretics, granted 
to him the sword for the punishment of evildoers, and placed 
upon him the crown of the kingdom for the praise of the 
good. From this time, therefore, it became the custom that 
the Church should have kings and judges for secular judg- 
ment. It is only, however, secular judgments which belong 
to kings, and Constantino refused to take any part in the 
judgment of bishops /*?Thu.s as the soul is of greater dignity 
than the body, and tnfr spiritual than the secular, the “ sacer- 
dotium ” is of greater dignity than the “rognum,” which it 
establishes and orders^ *, 

The position of Ilonorius is indeed novel and startling, such 
an interpretation of the “ Donation of Constantine ” had, as far 
as we know, never been put forward before. Placidus had, as 
we have seen, understood the “ Donation ” to mean that Con- 
stantine transferred the western part of the Empiro to the 


1 Id. id., 16 : “ Persocutionis nam- 
que tempus Deus pacis, sacerdoB mag- 
nuB, tomporo pacis permutavit ac 
rebeUe imporium paganorum rox mag- 
hub super omnes dooa transtulit iu 
regnum chrietionorum. 

17 : Constantinus itaque, princeps 
principum regui, per Silvestrum, prin- 
cipexn Baoerdotiun iccclegicc, ad fidem 
Christi convertitur, ct totus mundus 
novo ritu Christian® religionis induitur. 
Qui CouBtantinua Romano pontifici 
coranam regni impoauit, ot ut nullus 
deincepa Roznanum imperium absque 
consensu apostoliri subiret, imperiali 
auctoritate censuit. Hoc privilegium 
Silvester a Constantino accepit, hoc 
aucoeeaoribua suis reliquit. Cumquo 
sacerdotii cura et regnf- Bumma in 
Silveatri arbitrio pendoret, vir Deo 
planus intelligens rebellee aacordotibua 
non posde gladio verb) Dei, sed gladio 
materiali coerceri, eundem Constant i- 
nun aaeivit sibi in agnculturam Dei 
adiutorem ao contra paganos, Iudeos, 


hereticos aacclesi® defensorem. Cui 
otiom concessit gladium ad vindictam 
malofaetorum, coronam quoque regni 
imposuit ad laudem bonorum. 

18: Abhino mos cepit ascclesiaj 
reges vel iudices propter seoularia 
iudicia habere, qui paganos modes iam 
infestantes vol alios hostes earn im- 
pugn antes armis propulsarent, intus 
vero divinis legibus rebeUes ponarum 
terrors seedeeim subiugarent. Ad 
regis vero pertinent sola secularia 
iudicia. Unde oum quidam episcopi 
coepiscopos suos in causam coram 
Constantino imperatora ponerent, iUe 
scions i ad suum ius non pertinere, 
rospondit : 1 lie, quia Christi estis, et 
ipsi de hac re inter vos videte, ego non 
cro iude^ veater.* Igitur, quantum 
anima dignior est corpora, qute illud 
vivificat, et quantum dignius est 
spiritale quam seculars, quod iUud 
iustificat, tantum sacerdotium dignius 
est regno, quod iUud eonstituens 
ordinal." 
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Pope, and he may mean that Silvester granted it to Constan- 
tine to administer it as the servant of the Church ; but 
Honorius interprets the “ Donation ” as signifying the com- 
plete surrender of all political althority to the Pope, and he 
seems to hold that from that time onwards all such authority 
■was really held by thejecular ruler from the “ sacerdotium.” 
This, however, is not all, for Honorius seems to mean that the 
action of Constantine was only a recognition of the normal 
divine order ; he maintains that Christ had not created the two 
powers to rule the Church, but only the “ sacerdotium,” and it 
was to it that under the divine order all authority properly 
belonged. It would seem, therefore, that Honorius at least 
suggests the doctrine maintained by some later writers, that ail 
authority, temporal as well as spiritual, is vested in the 
Church and in its head, the Popo, and that all sectilar rulers 
hold an authority which is delegated to them by the Spiritual 
power . 1 How far this ever became the normal doctrine of 
the Middle Ages wo shall have to consider later, but it is 
certainly true that this is the iirst explicit affirmation of it. 
It may, indeed, be suggested that it had been put forward by 
Gregory VH., but though it may be maintained that it is 
implied in his claims , 2 it is certainly not explicitly stated. 

It is, porhaps, to this conception that we should relate 
Honorius’s declaration that the Emperor should be elected by 
the Pope, with the consent of the princes and the approval of 
the people. In another place, indeed, he maintains that it 
is the bishops rather than the secular princes who were the 
real electors, but the main stress of Honorius’s contention 
seems to be laid on the assertion that the authority of ap- 
pointment lay with the Pope and the spiritual princes, and 
he concludes by urging that the “ regnum ” is lawfully subject 
to the “ sacerdotium,” inasmuch as it was the “ sacerdotium ” 
which established the “ regnum.” 8 # 

1 Cf. Gierke, ‘ Political Theories of tolico eligi, oonaenau principuxn et 
the Middle AgeB,’ p. 11, and Notes 9 aoclamatione plebis in caput populi 
to 20. constitui, a papa oonsecran et ooro- 

* Of. especially pp. 200-209. nari. Huicque debet clerus et popu* 

■’ Honorius, ‘ Summa Gloria,’ 21 : lue in aecularibue duntaxat subioi. 
“ Imperator Eomanua debet ab apoe- ........ 
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In comparison with the far-reaching character of these con- 
ceptions it seems a comparatively trivial matter that Honorius 
also maintains that the election of the Pope belongs to the 
cardinals with the consent if the bishops and the clergy of 
the city of Rome, and the acclamation of the people, and that 
he omits all reference to the Imperial consent or approval, and 
that he maintains also that the bishop of each city is to be 
elected by the clergy of the diocese, with the acclamation of 
the people, and is to be invested with the ring and staff by 
the Pope . 1 

We must now, however, observe that there is another aspect 
of the principles of Honorius with respect to the relations of 
the Spiritual and Temporal powers, not indeed formally in- 
consistent wiili that which we have just observed, but of 
considerable importance as modifying some conclusions which 
might be drawn from it. 

He maintains emphatically that while the king as a layman 
must be obedient in divine matters to the “ summus sacerdos,” 
that is the Pope as head of the Church, so also the Pope and 
all the clergy are subject in secular matters to the king, and he 
maintains that this was true also in the older dispensation : 
the kings were appointed by the prophets and priests, and 
obeyed them in masters which belonged to the divine law, 

22 : Sed hie forte contentiosi ser- ossent, ut eum raperent, et regem 
mono et scientia imperiti erumpunt constituerent, fugit. Sacerdotale vero 
et iinperatorem non ab Bpoetolico, eed officium dovote implevit, cum sacra- 
a principibus eligendum affirmabunt. menta corporis sui benedixit huneque 
Quae ego interrogo, utrum rex a sub- ritum suis celebrandum tradidit.” 
ditis an a prolatis sit constitueudus. 1 Id. id.. 19: “ Hino quaaritur, a 

‘ A prolatis.' inquiunt. ‘ A quibus ? ' quibua hae persona sint eligendro vel 

' A duoibus et comitibus.’ Sod duces constituent!®. Apostolious a Ro mania 
et oomites epiacopis ut puta dominis cardinalibus est eligendus consensu 
suis subditi sunt, quia ab eis beneficia episcoporum et totius urbis cleri et 

et modesiarum predia habent. Ergo populi acclamatione in caput sedesua 

rex a Cbristi sacerdotibus, qui vero constituendus ..... 
Bscdesire priaoipes sunt, Ast constitu- 20 : Fpiecopus autem cuiusque 
endus ; consensus tantum laioorum civitatis a dero eiusdem civitatis vel 

requirendus. Igitur quia sacerdotium provinoi® debet eligi ao populi ac- 
iure regfium constituit, lure regnum damatione in pastorem ovilis Christi 
saoerdotio subiacebit. Quantum etiam oonstitui, ab apoetolico anulo et virga 
ipea Dominus sacerdotium regno pro- investiri, a duodecim vel saltim a 
tulerit, hino patet, quod cum venturi tribus episoopis oonseorari.” 
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but the prophets and priests obeyed the kings in all secular 
matters . 1 II 

In other passages he sets outlthe theory of the origin and 
nature of temporal authority with precision and in some 
detail. He follows the Stoic and Patristic tradition that God 
did not originally make man to be lord over his fellow-men, 
but that it came about through men’s sin and irrational 
conduct that God set some in authority over others in order 
to constrain men by fear to live a true human life. The 
government of tho Church in the -world requires the two 
swords — Ihe spiritual, which is in tho hands of the “sacer- 
dotium,” and the material, which is in the hands of the 
“regnum,” with which it punishes those who continue in 
evil . 2 The Temporal power is thus an institution of God 
Himself, and must be obeyed in secular matters, ifbt only by 
tho people but by the clergy. The Christians of early times 
obeyed the Pagan emperors in secular matters, while they 

I Id. id., 9 i ** Igitur cum ovidonti memorantur. Ipsi eeontra bob in 

rationo si l loieua (rox), nod per officiura secularibus Buhditi vrnernbantur.” 

aacerdotalo omnibus laicia prefoctus, 8 Id. id., 28 : “ Ileus namquo non 
oportet, ut per omnia aummo saeor- prefoci t primum hominum hominibus, 
doti, ut puta capiti fficclcaia. 1 , in divinis Bed bostiis et brutis onimolibus, quia 
sit fcubiectuB ; et coni ra nununus sacer- his, qui i rtationabiliter ot bestiali ter 
dot, cum omni cloro m socularibus, vivunt, ludicon tautum prelati sunt, 
quaui prapcollonti, sit aubditua. Sioquo quatinus eoB per timorem revocent ad 
hi duo principoa populi lionore ae insitai humanaj mansuotudinia tenorem. 
invicom provoniontes, voro regi et UDde idem Doub per Sem ot Iafeth 
sacerdoti, Cliriato, firmiter inlio- peccantia filii postoritati prefecit, quia 
rentes, hie clorum, ilie populum ad nimirum poccantos eacerdotio ot regno 
supernum regnum portruhunt, ubi aubiecit. Undo et in evangelio, oum 
so] i aacerdotes ot regea perenniter diacipuli diccrcnt ; 1 Domino, ecce duo 
rognabunt. gladii hio,’ hteo verba aua auctoritate 

II : Qui rex in omnibus jparebat roboravit, quia ad regimen teccleaue in 

Somueli in his, qutc divinas legi preaento vita duos glodioa nocosaarioB 
congruebant. Similiter et Samuel premonstravit ; unum apiritalem, acili- 
regi obaudiebat in cunctia, qua; ad cot verbum Dei, quo sacerdotium 
iua regni portinebant. • utitur acT vulnorandos peccantes, 

12: David niluiomjnus et omnis alterum material em, quo regnum 
regum sueceasura scries, aive Iuda ve] utitur ad puniondos in malis perdu- 
Israel, a prophetis vel sacerdotibus, rentes. Neceaae eat enim, ut hos 
quod pene idem erat, in regnum regalia poteataa aubigat gladio ma- 
eligebantur, ungebantur, et tamen teriah, qui legi Dei rebellos non posaunt 
pene omnea eiadem in divinis subiocti corrigi stole saoerdotali.” , 
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obeyed only God in spiritual, for it is not only good rulers 
who must be obeyed but also the evil. St Paul and St Peter 
taught plainly that the sechlar authority was ordained by 
God . 1 Finally, it would seeui that Honorius held that even 
if the king should rebel against the Boman See, or should fall 
into heresy or apostasy or schism, while the faithful must 
withdraw themselves from all communion with him, he must 
be patiently endured . 2 


1 Id. id., 24 : “ Quamvis igitnr sa- 
cerdotium longc Iranscondot regnum, 
tamen ob pacis concordisp vinculum 
monet evangolica et apostoliea auc-, 
toritos, regibus honorem in socularibus 
negotiis dumtoxat doferendum. Cum 
onim quidanf a Domino inquiroront, 
utrum oensum ce&ari dari licorot. ait : 

‘ Redde, quae sunt oosaris, cesari atquo 
qua) sunt Dei, Deo.’ Ergo in liis. qua.' 
ad regni ius pertinent, oportet denim 
ot populum regibus parore, in his 
autam, quso ad ius divine? legis spoc- 
tant, Deo placoro. Sic Sobastianus 
Diocletiano ot Maximiono, paganis 
licet imperatoribus, in socularibus 
familiaris extitit ; in spiritualibus voro 
Deo placuit. Sic ot Madritius cum 
cxercitu suo eiedem imporatoribus 
auxilium contra hostes regni preebuit ; 
cum voro oontra religionem cliristianam 
agere ab oisdem cogeretur, fiu-ero 
ronuit, quia didicerat scriptum : 

‘ Obediro oportet Doo magis quaiu 
hominibus.’ Beatus quoquo ret rus 
apostolus hortatur honorem deferre 
regibus: ‘ Deuin,* inquit, ‘ timet e, 

regem honoriiicate.’ Et iterum : 

‘ Subditi estote omni humame creatune 
propter Deum, sivo regi quasi pre- 
cellenti, sive ducibus ab eo missis ad 
vindictam malefactorum, l4udem voro 
bonorum.’ In quibus vorbis consider - 
nndum est, quod regos et iudices ob 
solam vindictam malorum constitu- 
untur, qui laudem forre bonis dicuntur. 
lusti enim reges et iudices solos 
impios et iniquos puniunt, iustos 


autem ot bonos laudibus extollunt. 
Boatus otiam Paulus ad subiectionom 
principum hortatur dioens : * Omnis 

auiraa potestatibus sublimioribus sub- 
dita sit.’ Et no putes potestates per 
homines casu constilui, Bubiungit : 
‘Non est enim poteetas nisi a Deo.’ 
Quia vero aliquando propter peccata 
populi mali iudices constituuntur. 
Bicut in lob legitur : ‘ Qui regnaro 

facit ypoeritam proptor peccata 
populi,’ aliquando autom ob merita 
quorundam iusti prefici ontur, addit : 
* Quae autem sunt, a Deo ordinata) 
sunt.’ Et ne putores bonis quidom 
obodiendum, mails autem rosistendum, 
adhuc prosequitur : ‘ Itaque qui ro- 

sistit potestati, Doi ordinationi resistit ; 
qui autem resistuut, ipsi sibi damp- 
natiouom acquiront.’ Et quod iudices 
ad malos tantum reprimendos, immo 
puuiendos proficiantur, patenter sub* 
ditur : ‘ Pnncipos non sunt timori 

boni oporis, sod mali. Vis autem 
nou limoro poteatatom ? Bonum fao, 
et habebis laudem ex ipso.’ Eadem et 
l’otrus dixit.” 

1 Id. id., 27 : “ Igitur si rex Ro- 
man® icclesiae, quae est caput mundi, 
ot mater omnium locclesiarum, ut filius 
ab ea coronatus et minister Dei ao 
vindex irs eius obediens existit et 
populum christisnum ad leges divinaa 
servandas oonstringens, a ludeis, ab 
heretiois delenderit, ei per omnia ab 
omnibus obediendum erit. Si autem 
Romanae et apostolic® sedi rebell is 
extiterit, quam Rex regum et Do* 



chap. HI.] DISCUSSION OF CLAIMS OF GBEGOBY VH. — n. 295 

t 

If we now try to Bum up the general character of the 
principles stated and developed in the writings which we have 
examined in this chapter, we find that it is doubtful how far 
these writers had a completely! reasoned conception of the 
whole subject. While, also, there are obvious and far-reaching 
differences between them, it is also evident that on some 
points there was a substantial agreement. 

There was, in the first place, no doubt among them that 
the temporal authority was a divine institution as well as the 
spiritual. Deusdedit and Honorius arc very careful to urge 
this, even though they point out that it had its origin in sin. 
When, therefore, Hugh of Fleury and Gregory of Catino 
urged this divine authority, and even when Hugh repudiated 
what he understood to be the meaning of the phrases of 
Hildebrand about the origin of secular government^ they were 
not really maintaining a principle different from that which 
Deusdedit and Honorius would have admitted to be true. 

Again, Deusdedit was, as we have seen, very anxious that 
it should be understood that he did not doubt that each 
authority had its proper sphere in which the other should 
not interfere ; and Geoffrey and Honorius assert very emphatic- 
ally that all the clergy, and Honorius specifically includes 
the Pope, are subject to the temporal, authority in secular 
matters. 

There is traceable also a tondency to approximation between 
them with regard to some of the practical questions raised 
by the great conflict. If Sigobcrt of Gembloux doubted whether 
a king could be excommunicated, and suggested that the ex- 
communication of Henry IV. had been unjust, Hugh of Floury, 
though certainly a vigorous critic of the papal policy, was 
clear that the bishop qpuld excommunicate tho king ; while 
Geoffrey, though a stout defender of the papal cause, doubted, 


minus doimnantium capijt ecoclcFise 
esse voluit, ot qua ipsum in caput 
gentium constituit, ve] in aiiquaxn 
hereeim declinando ut Constantius et 
Valetis eecdesiam vexaverit, vel a fide 
apostatando ut lulianus earn persecutus 
fuerit, vel per sciama ut Philippicus 


earn in p#rtes diviaerit, hie inquam, 
talis patienter quidem est tolerandus, 
sod in corn muni ouo per omnia deelin- 
andus, quia non est impftrator, aed 
est tyrannuB. Huiemodi imperium 
Martinus renuit dicens : 4 Christ i 
miles sum, pugnare mihi non lioet.’ ” 
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not perhaps the lawfulness but certainly the wisdom of ex- 
communicating tings. And again, while Sigebert, Hugh of 
Fleury, and Gregory of Catino repudiated emphatically the 
assertion that the Pope coul(jl depose the king or absolve his 
subjects from their allegiance, Honorius seems 1o mean that 
while the faithful must withdraw themselves from communion 
with a heretical and schismatic king, his political authority 
must be patiently accepted. 

may therefore be said that wo find in theso writers a real 
agreement, as to the divine origin oi the Temporal power, and 
a tendency to approximation in their attitude to the practical 
questions of the time.y We have endeavoured in the earlier part 
of this volume to trace the stages through which an agreement 
was finally reached on the “investiture” question, and it 
would seem to be true io say ofr'some of the papalist writers 
that they were primarily occupied with the vindication of 
the spiritual freedom of the Church, and had no desiro to 
urge that the Church or the Pope possessed any general 
supremacy over the Temporal powerT < 

On the other hand, it may be said that in some of these 
writers we can trace a further development of the theory of 
the relations of the two powers. Hugh of Fleury asserted that 
the king bears the image of God the Fathor, and the bishops 
that of Christ, and that therefore all the bishops of the 
kingdom were rightly subject to the king, as Christ is subject 
to the Father, not in nature, but “ ordine,” that the “ umver- 
sitas regni ” may be reduced “ ad unum prineipium.” 

<Phe author of the ‘ Traetatus Eboraeenses,’ as we have seen, 
usW-parallcl phrases, but pressed the matter much iurther, 
and seems to maintain that the royal authority is greater in 
its nature than the priestly, and that the king, who is not 
a mere layman, has a great authority even in ecclesiastical 
matters. Gregory of Catino said that the king was the head 
of the Church, and that therefore it was right that the bishops 
should receive “investiture” with ring and staff from the 
prince, f6r as he was the head of the Church, he should not be 
excluded from the “ creation ” of the office or ministry of his 
members. It is indeed not easy to interpret these phrases, 
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but we shall probably not be far wrong if we^rtB^Soret them as 
representing the reaction against the ecclesiastical claims) We 
must, however, observe that it was the Bame Hugh of Fleury 
who emphatically asserted that the bishop -w as as superior to 
the king in the dignity of his ministry as the “ divine offices ” 
were superior in their sanctity to secular matters, and that 
he was not liable to the judgment of the secular courts. 
Hugh and Sigebert, however, also pointed out how often it 
had been the emperors by whom the corrupt conditions of the 
Papacy had hcen reformed, and they refused to recognise that 
the Pope was above all human judgment, and urged that he 
should submit to reproof and correction. 

If these writers may be takdn as representing the most 
advanced aspect of f he position of the defenders of the temporal 
authority, Placidus and Honorius represent a new development 
of the papalist position. We have discussed their treatment 
and interprelation of the “Donation of Constantine,” but 
important as this may be, it is of little importance when com- 
pared with Honorius’s theory of the creation of the secular 
authority by the Church, and of the subordination of the 
temporal authority to the spiritual. This position of Honorius 
is very interesting, and we shall have occasion to refer to it 
later ; here we can only say that if it may have some relation 
to some of the claims of Hildebrand, and if it may be argued 
that it was implicitly contained in thoso claims, it must be 
clearly understood that there is no parallel to it in the litera- 
ture which we have been considering in these two chapters. 
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CHAPTER IV. 


THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE FEUDAL AUTHORITY 

OF THE PAPACY. 

We must, consider briefly another aspect olCthe policy of 
Gregory VII. ; this is what appears to be his persistent 
attempt to establish a claim on the part of the Papal See to 
feudal lordship over various countries and provinces. We 
cannot, indeed, say that this policy had no antecedents before 
the time of Gregory’s pontificate ; it is, indeed, obvious that 
some of the most important steps in the development of it 
were taken by his immediate predecessors ; but it may be con- 
tended that Hildebrand had even then inspired this policy} 
There is at least one important reference to the matter as 
early as the pontificate of Silvester H. This is contained in 
a letter in which it is stated that Stephen, King of Hungary, 
had given himself in allegiance to the Pope. 1 / T^e authen- 
ticity of the letter is, however, questioned by some critics, 
though it is defended by others, it is, however, clear 
that, even if the policy of establishing the feudal lordship 
of - the Papacy over various States may be traced back 
to earlier times, it was with the immediate predecessors 
of Gregory VII. that, it became, important. It would 
appear reasonable to say t.hat the policy represents an 
attempt to organise a system which should secure the political 
independence of the PapalJ3eo in its 'relations both to the 
Empire and the city of Rome. We shall have occasion to see 
the important consequences of this policy in the history of the 
twelfth and thirteenth centuriesT) 

x Sylvester II., ‘ Ep.,’ v. 
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The first and the most important development of this policy 
is to be found in the establishment of feudal relations between 
the Papal See and the Normans in Southern Italy. Cardinal 
Deusdedit has preserved in his} ‘ Collectio Canonum ’ the 
promises of fidelity which Robert Guiscard took in the 
year 1059 to Pope Nicholas n. He styles himself Duke 
of Apulia and Calabria by the grace of God and of St 
Peter, and as about to become Duke of Sicily by their help ; 
and in confirmation of this grant and in recognition of the 
fidelity which he owes, he promises an annual tribute to St 
Peter and Pope Nicholas and his successors. He promises 
that he will be faithful to the holy Roman Church and to 
Pope Nicholas, and that he would swear fidelity to no one 
except with the reservation of fidelity to the Roman Church . 1 
Deusdedit also gives the oath of fidelity which ‘Richard, 
Prince of Capua, and Jordanus, Prince of Capua, took to Pope 
Alexander II . 2 * * * * * 

(It is significant of the development of this policy that 
Pope Alexander II. wrote to William the Conqueror declar- 
ing that the kingdom of the English since the time of its 
conversion to Christ had been “ sub apostolorum Principe 
manu et tutela,” and had paid an annual sum to the Apostolic 
See, of which a part went to the Pope,* and a part to the 
Church of St. Mary, which was called “ Schola Anglorum.” 8 


1 Deusdedit, * Collectio Canonum,’ 

iii. 1615: “Ego Kobertus Dei gratia 

et eancti Petri, Dux Apulia; et Cala- 

bria?, et utroque subveniente futurus 
Sicilise, ad coniirmationem traditionis, 
et ad recognitionem fidelitatis, do 

omni terra quum ego propria* sub 

dominio meo, et quam adhuc uutli 
ultramontonorum ita concessit ut 
teneat, promitto me annualiter pro 

unoquoque iugo bourn, pensionem 
xii scilicet denariorum papionsis 
monetffi persoluturum beato Petro et 
tibi Domino moo Nycolao Papa et 
omnibus successoribus tuis, aut tuis 
aut tuorum Buoceesorum nuntiia etc." 

Id. id., 157 : '* Ego Robertua Dei 


gratia et sancti Petri dux Apuliuj et 
Calabriss, et utroque subveniente 
futurus Sicilia;, ab hoc ora et deinoeps 
ero fidelis sancta? Bomanre Ecclesi® et 
Apostolica* Sedi, et tibi Domino meo 
Nicolao Papas ..... 
et nulli iurnbo fidelitatem, nisi 
salva fidelitato sancts? Koznana? 
EcclesiEC.” 

Cf. Id. id., 168. 

« Id. id., ?59. 

* Alexander II., ‘ Ep.,’ 138 : “ Novit 
prudentia tua Anglorum re^num, ex 
quo nomen Christi ibi clariflcatum eat, 
sub apostolorem principe manu et tutela 
exstitiase, donee quidem, membra mall 
capitis efieoti, aelantes auperbiam 
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The claim to feudal supremacy was, however, emphatically 
repudiated by William ; he refused to do fealty on the 
ground that he had not promised to do this, and that his 
predecessors had never do$e it, while he promised that the 
money should be paid) 1 

(TF is then clear that the policy of extending the feudal 
autfiority of the Papacy was well developed before the 
accession of Gregory VII. to the papal throng but it is also 
clear that during his pontificate he lost no opportunity of 
extending this. He was, in the first place, careful to main- 
tain this relation with the [Normans in South Italy. The oath 
of fidelity, which was made by Bichard of Capua to Gregory 
VII. in September 1073, contains very important provisions. 
Bichard styles himself Prince of Capua by tho grace of God 
and St Peter, and promises that he will be faithful to tho 
holy Boman Church and to Gregory tho “ universal ” Pope. 
He promises that he will help him and the Boman Church 
to acquire and defend the “ regalia ” and tho possessions of St 
Peter against all men, and that he will help Gregory to hold 
in safety and honour the Boman Papacy. He will swear 
fidelity to the King, Henry, when he is admonished to do so 
by Gregory and his successors, but always saving his fidelity 
to the Boman Church. In the event of a vacancy in the 


patris Bui Satana-, pactum Dei abie- 
cerunfc et Anglorum populum a via 
veritatia avertorunt . . . nam ul bene 
nosti, donee Angli fidoles erant, pise 
devotionis respectu ad cognitionem 
religionis annuam ponsionem apos- 
tolic® eedi exhiboant, ex qua pais 
Romano pontiflei, pars eccleeiae Sanctis 
Maries, quee vocatur Scbola Anglorum 
in usum fratrum deforebatur.” 

1 William the Conqueror, ' Epistles ’ 
(Greg. VII., * Epist. Extra Vag.' xi., 
Migne, vol. 148): “ Hubertus legatus 
tuus, religiose Pater, ad me veniens 
ex tua parte, me admonuit quatinus 
tibi et success oribus tuis fidelitatem 
facerem, et de pecunia, quam ante- 
cessoree mei ad Romanam Ecclesiam 


mittere solebanl, melius oogitarero : 
unum admisi, alteram non admisi. 
Fidolitatem facero nolui, nec volo, 
quia non ego promisi, nec antecessores 
moos anteoessoribus tuis id facere 
comporio. Pecunia tribus fere otmis, 
in G alii is me agente, negligenter col* 
lecta eat ; nunc veto divina misen- 
cordia mo in regnum mourn reverso, 
quod collectum est per prsefatum 
legatum mittitur, et quod reliquum 
est, per Ugatos I.anfranci arohiepisoopi 
fidelis nostri, cum opportunum fuerit, 
transmittetur. Orate pro nobis et 
pro statu regni nostri, quia ante- 
cessores vestros dileximus et vos pro 
omnibus sincere diligere et obedi enter 
audire desideramus.” 
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papal throne, he will render his help according to the admoni- 
tion of the best cardinals and the Roman clergy and people in 
the election of a Pope. 1 The form of oath taken by Robert 
Guiscard to Gregory VII. in Jijne 1080 is practically the 
same.® It is noteworthy that in these oaths, while the 
Normans express themselves as willing to take the oath of 
fidelity to the German King, they do this subject to the 
approval of the Popes, and subject to the reservation of their 
fidelity to the Roman Church. These phrases are strictly 
parallel to those of an oath made to a lord, subject to the 
reservation of the obligation to the overlord. It may there- 
fore be said that Gregory correctly describes the relations 
of the Normans to the Papal Sc» when in a letter of 1076 he 
says that they desired to have St Peter as their only lord 
and emperor after God.® » 

^C~slmilar claim to lordship in Spain is represented in 
leraTB written by Gregory VII. in 1073 and 1077. The 
first was written in relation to projected attempts to recover 
parts of Spain from the Saracens, and Gregory claims that the 
Kingdom of Spain had from ancient times belonged to St 
Peter, and that it still, even though occupied by the pagans, 
belonged to no mortal man but to the Apostolic See ; he has, 
therefore, granted to Count Evulus de Raceio, who desires to 
deliver this land from the pagans, that he shall hold any 


* Gregory vii., Rog. i. 21a : “ Ego 
Richardua Doi gratia et sacoti Petri 
Capuae piinceps, ab hac ora et doincops 
ero fidolia sanctae Romans occiesise et 
apostolic® sedi et Ubi domino meo 
Gregono universal! papas . 

Sanot® Roman® ecclesiae tibique adiu- 
tor ero ad tenendum et aequirenSura et 
defendendum regalia sanoti Petri 
eiueque possessions recta fide contra 
omnes homines ; et adiuvefco te, ut 
secure et honorifice teneas papatum 
Romanum. ..... 
Regi vero Heinrico, cum a te ad- 
monitus fuero vel a tuis successoribus, 
iurabo fldelitatem. salva tamen fidoli- 
tate sanct m Roman as eedeeue. Et si 


tu vel tui suecessores ante me 
ex hac vita migraverint, secundum 
quod monitus fuero a melioribus 
cardinalibuB et clericis Romanis et 
laicis, adiuvabo, ut papa ehgatur 
et ordinetur ad honorem sancti 
Petri.” 

2 Id. id., vin., la. 

9 Id. id., ui. 15 : “ Wifredo railiti 
Mediolanensi, &o.” — “ Soias igitur, 
Normannos* verba component!® pacis 
nobiscum habere ; quam libentiseime 
lam fecissent et beato Petro, quem 
solummodo dominum et imperatorem 
post Deum habere deeiderant, humili- 
tor satisfecissent, si voluntati eorum in 
quibusdam annueremus.” 
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territory, from which he succeeds in driving them out, from 
St PeterT^ The letter of 1077 repeats the same claim 
that Spain belonged by the ancient constitutions to St Peter 
ajp^the Roman Church. 1 2 ^ 

vAnot.her claim which was urged with much vehemence by 
Gregory VII. was that the Kingdom of Hungary belonged to 
the Roman So©r^ In a letter of October 1074 to Solomon, 
King of Hungary he urged in support of this claim, first, the 
alleged action of King Stephen in surrendering his kingdom 
with all its rights and powers to St Peter, and secondly, that 
the Emperor Henry TIL, after his victory over the King of 
Hungary, had sent the lance and crown to the shrine of St 
Peter, and had thus recognised that the authority belonged 
to him. Ho reproved Solomon severely for having accepted 
the kingdom as a fief from the King of the Germans, and 
threatened that he would lose it unless he recognised that his 
kingdom was a fief of the Apostolic See, not of the Kang of 
the Germans. 3 in two letters of the following year Gregory 


1 Id. id., i. 7 : “ Gregorius in 

Bomanum Pontificatum electus omni- 
bus principibus in terrain Hispanife 
proficisci volentibus perpetuam aalutem 
in domino Iosu Christo. < 

Non latero voe credimus, regnum 
Hyspanisc nb antiquo proprii iuris 
sancti Petri fuisse, ot adhuc — licet diu 
a pagania sit occupation, lego tomon 
iustitie non evacuata — nulli mortolium 
sed soli apostolic® eedi ex n?quo per- 
tinere. Quod onim auctore Deo some! 
in proprietatos ocolesiarum iuste per- 
venerit, manenti eo, ab usu quidom, 
sed ab earum jure, occasione trans- 
euntis temporis, sino legitizna conces- 
sione divelli non poterit. Itaque 
comes Evulus de Roceio, cuius favorem 
apud vos haud obscurum efee piitomue, 
terrain illam ad honorem sancti Petri 
ingredi et a paganorum manibus eripere 
cupiens, Vane concessionem ab apoe- 
tolica sodi obtinuit ; ut partem illam 
unde paganos suo studio et adimeto 
sibi aliorum amrilio expellere posset, 


sub conditione inter nos fact® pactionis 
ex parte sancti Potri possiderot.” 

a Id. id., iv. 28 : “ Prseterea notum 
vobis fieri volumus, quod nobis quidem 
1 acorn non oat liberum, vobis ontom 
non solum ad futurara sed etiam ad 
pricsontom gloriam valde necessarium : 
videlicet regnum Hispanist ex antiquis 
constitutionibus bonto Potro et sanctie 
Romans; eccleei® in ius et proprietatem 
esse traditum.” 

* Id. id., ii. 13 : “ Nam sicut a 

maioribus patri® tuffi cognosere potes, 
regnum Ungari® sanctse Romania ecclo- 
si® proprium ost, a regi Stephano olim 
beato Votro cum omni iure et potestate 
sua oblatum et devot® traditum. 
Praaterea Heinricus pi® memoriae im- 
porator, sad honorem sancti Petri 
regnum illud expugnans, vieto rege et 
facta victoria, ad corpus boati Petri 
lanceam coronamque transmisit ; et 
pro gloria triumphi sui illuo direxit 
insignia, quo principatum dignitatis 
eius attinere cognovit. Quai cum ita 
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supported Geusa in his claim to the Hungarian Ihrone on the 
ground that Solomon had forfeited his right by receiving it as 
a fief from the German King. 1 The action of Gregory here is 
the more noticeable in that it involved a conflict with the 
claims of the German King $o feudal supremacy over 
Hungary. 

In a letter of the year 1075 to Demetrius, King of the 
Russians, Gregory VII. says that Demetrius’s son had come to 
Rome and had urgently prayed that he might receive that 
kingdom by the grant of St Peter through the hands of the 
Pope. Gregory, understanding that this request was made 
with the consent of Demetrius, had assented to it, had con- 


sint, tu t anion, in oetoria quoque a 
regia virluto ot znoribus longe disce- 
dons, ius ct honorom sancti Petri, 
quantum ad te, imminuisti, et alienasti, 
dum eius rognum a rego Teutonicoruxn 
in benefloium, sicut audivimur, sus- 
cepisti. Quod si verum eat, quoliter 
gratiam beati Petri aut nostrum bene- 
diotionem eperare dobeas, tu ipse, si 
iustitiom vis attendere, non ignor&s : 
videlicet te non aliter earn habiturum 
neo sine apostolica animadversions diu 
regnaturum, nisi sceptrum regni quod 
tenes, correcto errore tuo, apostolicm, 
non regiee maiestatis benefieium recog- 
noscas. Nequo euim nos timore vel 
amore aut aliqua personali acceptione, 
quantum Deo adiuvante poterimus, 
debitum honorem oius, cuius sorvi 
sumus. inrequisitum relinquomus.” 

1 Id. id., ii. 63 : “ Notum nutem 

tibi esse credimus, rognum Ungariac, 
sicut et alia nobilissima regna, in pro- 
pria libertatis statu debere esse, ot 
nulli regi alterius regni subici nisi 
sanette et universal! matri Romance 
ecologies ; quse subiectos non^habet ut 
servos, sod ut filioa susoepit uni versos. 
Quod quia oonsanguineus tuus a rege 
Teutonioo, non a Romano pontifici, 
usurps tori obtinuit, dominium eius, 
ut credimus, divimun iudicium im- 
pedivit." • 


Id. id., ii. 70 : “ Si offioii nostri egt, 
omnibus sua iura dofendgre ac inter 
eos componcre paccm et stabilire oon- 
cordiam, multo magie ratio exigit 
atque usus utilitatis exposcit, ut 
semineremus caritutem inter maioreB, 
quorum pax aut odium redundat in 
plurimos. Unde nobis cura eat et 
cordi pia sollicitudo inha-rot, quatinus 
inter te et consanguineum tuum 
Salomonem fociamus pacem, si possu- 
mus : ut, iuscitia utrimque servata, 
sufficiat uniguique quod suum est, 
terminum iustitia- non transeat, metam 
bone consuetudinis non excedat ; sic- 
que sit in pace nobilisainura rognum 
Ungarise, quod hactenus per so priraci- 
paliter viguit, ut rex ibi, non regulue 
fiat. Verum ubi — contempto nobili 
dominio Petri apostolorum principle, 
cuius rognum esse prudentiam tuam 
latere non credimus — rex subdidit se 
Teutonico regi, et reguli nomen ob- 
tinuit. Dominus autem, iniuriam suo 
illatam principi pervidens, potestatem 
regni suo ad te iudicio transtulit. Et 
ita eonsangvineus tuua, si quid in 
obtinendo regno iuris prius habuit, 
eo se saeriiega usurpatione privavit. 
Petrus enim a firms petra dic+tur, qute 
portas inferi confringit, atque adam- 
antino rigore destruit et dissipat, quio- 
quid obsistit.” 
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ferred the kingdom upon his son in the name of St Peter, 
and promises that he will give him the support of the Holy 
See in all just matters. 1 In another letter of the same year 
Gregory writes to Sweyn, King of the Hanes, that the law 
of the Roman Pontiff reached farther than that of the 
Emperor, and that where Augustus reigned, Christ reigned. 
Sweyn had asked Pope Alexander II. for the “ patrocinium ” 
of St Peter, and Gregory dosiras to know whether this was 
still his wish. 2 In a letter of 1077 to the Corsicans, he bids 
them know that their island belongs lawfully to no other 
authority than that of the Roman Church : those who refuse 
to recognise thi3 are guilty of sacrilege ; and he rejoices to 
learn that they desired to Recognise the rights of St Peter, 
and is prepared to send them armed help. 3 In a letter of 
1079 to ,Wezelin, he warns him lhat he must not l ake up 
arms against him whom the apostolical authority had estab- 
lished as king in Dalmatia, and bids him know that whatever 


* Id. id., ii. 74 : “ Filius vostor, 
limina apoetolorum visitans, ad nos 
venit. Et, quod regnum iUud dono 
sancti Petri per menus nostras vollot 
optinere, eidem beato Petro apostolo- 
rum principi debita fidolitate exhibit a, 
davotis preeibus postula/it; indubi- 
tanter asseverans illam suam peti- 
tionem vostro consensu ratam fora 
ac etabilom, si apostoliefp auotoritatis 
gratia ac munimine donaretur. Cuius 
votis et petitionibus, quia iusta 
videbantur, turn ox consensu vostro 
turn ex dovotiono prtssontis tandem 
assensum prsebuimus et regni vostri 
gubernacula sibi ex parte beati Petri 
tradidimus, ea videlicet intent iono 
atque desiderio caritatis : ut beatus 
Petrus vos et rogniun vestrum om- 
niaque vestra bona sua apud Deum 
intercessiono custodiat, dt cum n mni 
pace honore quoque et gloria idom 
regnum usque in finem vitse vestra 
tenere vos faciat et, huius militias 
flnito cursu, impetret vobis apud 
supremum regem gloriam sempiter- 


nam. Quia etiam nos paratissimos 
osso noverit vostra nobilitatis serenitae, 
ut ad quscumque iusta negotia huius 
sedis auctoritatem pro sua necessi- 
tate petierit., procul dubio continuo 
potitionom suarum consequetur effec- 
tum.” 

* Id. id., ii. 76 : “ Plus enim ter- 
rarum lex Komanorum pontificum 
quam imperatorum obtinuit ; in om- 
nem terram exivit sonus eorum, et 
quibus imperavit Augustus, imperavit 
Christus. ...... 

Quia vero apud antecessorem nostrum 
beats memorial Aloxandrum qusedam 
expetisti, quibus boatum Petrum debi- 
torem facores, immo tibi et regno tuo 
nobili? patrocinium eius acquires, per 
eosdem legatos mandes : utrum eadem 
voluntas sit, aa fuerit passa defectum, 
aut, quod magis optamus, susceperit 
augmentum." 

* Id. id., v. 21 : “ Nulli mortalium 
nullique potestati nisi sanotse Romans 
eedeeiss ex debito iure proprietatem 
pertinere.” 
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he maydo against this king will be done against the Boman 
See . 1 roeusdedit has preserved the oath of fidelity which 
DememTSf had taken to Gregory YEE. on receiving the 
Kingdom of Dalmatia. He acknowledges that he had been 
invested with the Kingdom by means of the banner, sword, 
sceptre, and crown, under the authority of the Pope, and 
promises obedience and fidelity in the strict terms of the 
feudal obligation, and the payment of a regular annual tribute . 2 
In one lotter Gregory even claimed that Charles the Great 


1 Id. id., vii. 21 : “ Snias, nos do 
pradentia tua multum mirari ut, qui 
to esse dudum boato Petro ot nobis 
fidelem promisoris, contra emu, quern 
in Dalmatia rogem auctoritas apostolica 
constituit, tu modo conoris insurgero. 
Quapropter nobilitatom tuam monemus 
ot ex parte beati Petri praoeipimus : ut 
adversum iam dictum rogem deinceps 
arms oapere non preesumas ; scions, 
quicquid in ilium ausus fuoris, procul 
dubio to in apostolicum sedem fac- 
turum.” 

* Deusdedit, ‘ Collectio Canonum.’ 
iii. 160 : “ Ego Demetrius qui ot 

Sumimir nuncupor Dei providentia 
Chroncife Dolmatieoquo dux, a te 
domino Golizo ex apostolica sedis 
legations Domini nostri Papss Grogorii 
potestatem optinens in Salernitans 
basilica sancti Petri sinodali ot con- 
cordi totiua clori ot populi electiono, 
do Chroatorum Dalmatinorumquo rogni 
regimino, por vexillum, ousein, scep- 
trum ot coronam invostitus atque 
constitutus rex, tibi, devoveo, spondeo 
et polliceor me incomroutahilit^r com. 
pleturum omnia qutc mihi tua rever- 
ends iniungit sanotitas. Videlicot ut 
in omnibus et per omnia apostolica; 
sedi fidem observem, et quftlquid hoc 
in regno tarn apostolica sedef quoin 
eui legnti sonxerunt uut sanxorint, 
irrevinoibiliter custodinm, iustitiam 
excolam, ecclesias defondam, primitisc, 
decimae, omniumquo ad ecclesias 
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pertinentium procurator axis tarn, vitas 
opiscoporum, presbiterorum, diacon- 
orum, subdiaconorumque ut caste et 
regulariter vivant provideam, pauperes 
viduas, atque pupillos protogam, par- 
entulsa inlicitam oopulam destruens, 
legitimam, dote, anulo, saoerdotisque 
benediotionem oonstituam et eonstituta 
corrumpi non permittam, hominnm 
vonditionem contradioam, atque in 
omnibus qure ad rectitudinem status 
oongruunt, Deo auctore me icquam 
exibeam. DuceDtorum quoque bizan- 
tinorum tributum, meorum omnium 
consulto primatuum sancto Petro per 
ningulos annos in rosurreotione Dominis 
do mihi concosso regno persolvondum 
Rtatuo, ot ut post me regnaturi hoo 
idem porpotuo aervent, oonseo, cor- 
robero, atque sanotio. 

Prsoterea cum Deo servire regnare 
sit, vice beati Petri et Domini nostri, 
l’apse Gregorii atque post se sessuris 
in Apostoliea sode me tuis manibua 
committo et committendo, hanc fidel- 
itatem Sacramento stabilio. Ego 
inquam Demetrius qui et Suinimir 
Dei gratia et Apostolicee sedis dono 
rex nb hac hora in antea Sancto Petro 
ot Domino gneo Papa; Gregorio suisque 
succossoribus canonice intrantibus ero 
fldclia et ut ipse sive post oum futuri 
pontificos sive legati eorunwvitam ac 
mombra pordant, aut capiantur, neque 
in consilio neque in facto ero, et 
consilium quod mihi crediderint ad 

TJ 
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had given Saxony to St Peter, and that the Saxons possessed 
documentary evidence of this. 1 Finally, Gregory’s Register 
contains, under the year 1081, a declaration of Bertrand, 
Count of Provence, that h^ surrendered all his hereditary 
dignity to God, St Peter and St Paul, and to Gregory and 
his successors^ 

It is reasonable to comparo this very highly developed 
policy of extending the feudal authority of the Roman See 
with the terms of Gregory VII.’s letter of 1081 to Altmann 
of Passau s ; aDd we may not unreasonably think that that 
letter represents a design to extend the feudal authority of 
the Papacy oven over the German kingdom. 

( 

illorum damnum scienter nulli inti- 
mabo. Regnum autem quod mihi per 
TWLfinTn tuairT Domine Gelizo traditur, 
fidelis retinebo et illud suumquo ius 
Apostolic® sedi aliquo ingonio ali- 
quando non subtraham.’ 1 

1 Id. id., viii. 23 : “ Idem voro 

magnua imperator (Charles the Great) 

Sazoniam obtulit beato Petro, cuius 
earn devicit adiutorio, et posuit sig- 
num devotionis et libertatis ; sicut ipsi 
Saxones habent scriptum et prudentes 
illorum satis sciunt.” 

* Id. id., viii. 36 : “ Ego Bertram- 
mus Dei gratia comes Provincial 
pro remiBBione peceatorum meorum 
et parentum meorum oSero concodo 


dono omnem honorem meuffl, quan- 
tum ad me jure parentum pertinet, 
omnipotenti Deo et sanctis apostolis 
Petro et Paulo et domino meo 
Gregorio pap® soptimo et omnibus 
successoribuB eius, ita ut, quicquid 
placuerit deinceps domno papas Gre- 
gorio de me et de toto honore meo, 
sine ullo contradicto faciat. Ecclesias 
autem omnes, quas in mea potestate 
sunt, praefato domino meo Gregorio 
pap® omniuo dimitto et omnidus 
suocessoribua eius ; et ad ordinandas 
eas iuste et secundum Deum pro posse 
meo fideliter adiuvabo." 

* Cf. pp. 208, 20B. 
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TEE CHURCH AND THE EMPIRE FROM 
1122 TO 1177 


CHAPTEB I. 

FREDERICK I. AND THE PAPACY. 

The settlement of Worms secured peace between the Church 
and the Empire for more than thirty years, and when a new 
conflict arose the conditions and causes of the conflict were 
different. It is more difficult to say what was the nature 
of this peace ; there are some who look upon this period as 
one in which the Papacy had triumphed *jver the Empire, but 
it is very doubtful if this view can be seriously defended. The 
truth would rather seem to be that men were heartily weary 
of the conflict, and that there was little desire either on the 
one side or the other to renew it. It is no doubt easy enough 
to argue that the agreement of Worms had not settled things 
finally, and it is indeed true that no complete or final settle- 
ment of the question of the appointment to bishoprics and 
abbeys had been reached ; but as a matter of fact the settle- 
ment as a whole was not seriously challenged, and the changes 
which came, came gradually and withouj serious conflict. 

An excellent monograph of Bemheim has brought out very 
clearly the extent and also the limits of divergence in the 
interpretation and application of the terms of the settle- 
ment . 1 It seems on the one hand to be clear that within 

1 E. Bemheim, * Zur Oesohiohte dee Wormser Concordats.’ „ 
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a year of its conclusion a version of its terms was in exist- 
ence which considerably extended the authority of the 
Emperor — a version which gave him power, in cases of dis- 
puted elections, to deeide the matter by his own judgment, 
without the advice and judgment of the metropolitan and the 
comprovincial bishops. 1 In 1122 or 1123, after Worms, 
Henry V., in the case of a disputed election to the Abbey of 
St Gall, obtained a judgment from his court that in conse- 
quence of the dispute it was open to him to appoint whom- 
soever he wished. 2 It would seem that this was the tradition 
referred to by Otto of Freising in the ‘ Gosta Friderici ’ in a 
passage which we shall deal with later, 3 but it would not seem 
that either of Henry V.’s immediate successors, Lothair III. 
and Conrad III., made any attempt to assert such a right. 

On the other hand, it would seem that some at least of 
those who procured the election of Lothair III. as Emperor 
in 1125 desired to modify the terms of tho settlement in 
favour of tho Church. According to the author of a very 
important account of this election, it was agreed at Maintz 
that the election of a bishop should bo free, and not con- 
strained by tho presence and fear of the prince, and that the 
Emperor should invest the bishop, freely elected and freely 
consecrated, with the “ regalia ” by the sceptre, while the 
bishop should tako tho oath “ salvo quidem ordinis sui pro- 
posito.” * This would seem to mean that it was agreed that 

1 * Codex Udalrici,’ 214. Regem Romanorum * 6 (M. G. H., S.S. 

* “ Casuum Sanoti Galli," Cont. xii. Oil): “ Concordantibus itaque in 

li. 8 (M. G. H., ‘ Scriptores,’ vol. ii.) : elections regia univorsis regni prin- 
‘‘Audiens rex huiusmodi allegations cipibus, quid iuris regiee dignitatis 
et dissensionea inter se diacordantium imperium, quid libertatis regime 
partium, ex aententia ourie obtinuit, csolesti^. id est ecclesiee, saoerdotium 
noutram istarum partium iuri suo habere deberet, stabili ration® pre- 
resiatore, quin libore hano poteetatom scribitur, et eeptua utrique honoris 
posset, in quemeunque vellet, ex iure modus, Spiritu sancto dictanti pre- 
tr anaf erre. Rex veto in omnibus duci figitur. iiaboat ecclesia libertatem 
deferens, monachtim quern sibi pro quom semper optaverat ; habeat et 
electo exhibuit, abbatie sancti Galli regnum iustam in onmibus potentiam, 
honore sublimavit.” qua sibi per karitatem qucuounquo 

* Otto of Freising, ‘ Gesta Frid- sunt oesaris sine cede subiciat. Habeat 

erici,’ i. eedesia liberom in spiritualibus elec- 

v < * Karratio de elections Lotharii in tioneip, nee regio metu extortam, nee 
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the terms of Worms should be modified in' two important 
particulars — first, that the election should not be conducted 
in the presence of the Emperor ; and second, that the in- 
vestiture with the temporalities should take place after 
consecration and not before. * 

Whether this statement can be taken as proving that an 
actual agreement was made upon this baBis, and that Lothair 
was a party to it, is very doubtful ; Bernheim, in another 
monograph, has made it clear that Lothair’s actual adminis- 
tration did not conform to any such agreement, but rather 
that he normally maintained the terms of the agreement 
of Worms. 1 

If we can trust a statement in a life of St Bernard, 
Lothair, when he met Pope Innocent EL at Lifego in 1131, 
taking advantage, no doubt, of the dispuled election to the 
Papacy, urged upon him Ihe restoration of investiture as it 
had been exercised before ; but St Bernard, the most power- 
ful supporter of Innocent’s claim to the papal throne, -was 
present, and by his influence contributed greatly to the papal 
refusal. 2 The statement is confirmed by some other refer- 
ences. 3 It is possible that it is in some connection with 
this incident that we should place the issue by Innocent II., 
after his restoration to Rome and the consecration of Lothair 
as Emperor in June 1133, of the document which emphatic- 
ally forbade bishops and abbots in the German kingdom to 
take possession of the “ regalia ” until they had roceived them 


presontia principis ut irate ooartatam, 
vel ullo peticiono restrictnm : habeat 
imporatona dignitns electron libero, 
consocratum cunouico, regalibus per 
sceptrum, aino proeio tamea. investiro 
Bollempniter, ot in fldoi nudS ao iueti 
favoris obsoquium, salvo quidom ordinis 
Bui proposito, sacromentis obligaro 
stabiliter." • 

1 E. Bernheim, * Lothar III. und 
das Wormsar Concordat.’ 

* ‘ Vita Sancti Bemhardi,’ ii. I, 6 
(Migne, ‘ P. L.,’ vol. 186) : “ Siqui- 

dem importune idem rez institit, 
tompus habere se reputans oppor- 


tunum. episcoporum sibi rostitui in. 
vestituras, quas ab eius predecessors 
imperatoro Henrico per maxim os qui- 
dom laboros et rmilta pericula Romana 
Ecclesia vindicarat. Ad quod verbum 
expavore et expalluere Romani, gravius 
seso apud Leodicum arbitrati peri* 
culum offendisso, quam decline verint 
Roma:. * Nec consilium suppotebat, 
doneo murum se opposuit Abbas 
aanotuB. Audaoter etiim reaistens 
Regi, verbum malignunf mira liber, 
tate redarguit, mira auotoritate oom- 
pesouit.” 

1 Of. Bernheim, op. cit., pp. 37, 38. 
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from the Emperor . 1 It would seem probable that this was 
issued by the Pope as some satisfaction to the imperial de- 
mand, and the matter was one of great importance, for it 
was just upon this distinction between the temporal and the 
spiritual authority of bishops or abbots that the agreement 
of Worms rested. 

The position of Lothair’s successor, Conrad III., has been 
carefully examined by Witte in a dissertation on the episcopal 
elections during his reign ; and it would appear that Conrad 
was not inclined or able to insist upon a strict observance of 
the provisions of Worms. Sometimes, and especially in his 
own personal territories, he asserted ihem ; but at other times, 
and in othor parts of the Empire, he could not, or at any rate 
did not, enforce them. Frequently he w?as not present at 
elections, and the investiture with the temporalities followed 
instead of preceding tho consecration ; in one case the Pope 
seems to have claimed the right to determine a disputed 
election instead of leaving this to the King, with the counsel 
and judgment of the metropolitan and the bishops of the 
province . 2 

On the whole, however, it is true to say that tho funda- 
mental principle of the settlement of Worms was fully recog- 
nised — that is, the distinction between the spiritual position 
of the bishop and his temporal lordships and possessions ; and 
therefore, that while it was the part of the ecclesiastical 
authority to invest him with the former, it was for the 
temporal authority to grant the latter. And this settle- 
ment had for the time brought peace in the relations be- 
tween the Empire and the Papacy. 

We have now to consider tho circumstances and the 


1 M. G. H., Legum, Soot, iv., ‘ Con- 
siitutiones/ vol. i. 1J6: “Nor igitur, 
maieatalem imperii nolentes*’ minuere 
sod augere, imperatorie dignitati[s 

plenitu]dinem tibi eoncedimus et 
debitas ot * canonieas consuetudinos 
preeentis scripti pagina confirmamus. 
InterdicimuH autem, ne quisquom 
eorum, quoa in Teutfonico] regno ad 


pontifioatus honorom vel abbatie regi- 
men evocari contigerit, regalia usurpare 
vel invadera audeot, nisi oadem prius 
a tuo [pot0b]tate deposcat, quod ex 
bis, qua: iure debet tibi, tue magnifi- 
cence faciat.” 

‘ H. Witte, ' F orsebungen zur 
Gospliichte des Wormser Concor- 
dats.' 
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principles of the conflict between Frederick fearbarossa and 
the Popes who were his contemporaries. 

Frederick I. was elected by the princes at Frankfurt in 
March 1152, and the ecclesiastical relations of his first 
years were tranquil. He did, indeed, maintain the rights 
given to the secular power by the agreement of Worms, 
and in one case at least he interpreted these in a manner 
which was not consistent with what seems to be the genuine 
text, but was probably founded upon that version which has 
been preserved in the ‘ Codex Udalriei.’ Otto of Freising, 
in the ‘ Gesta Friderici,’ says that the tradition of the 
“ Curia,” that is, the royal court, was that in the case of 
a disputed election the king could appoint as bishop whom- 
soever he wished, with the counsel of his “ optinjates.” 1 It 
was apparently in virtue of this claim that Frederick, in 
1152, procured the appointment of Weidmann, the Bishop 
of Zeitz, to the Archbishopric of Magdeburg. Pope Eugenius 
m., in a letter to the bishops of Germany, rejected the ap- 
pointment, but not on the ground of the provisions of Worms, 
that, the king as emperor could only decide upon such a point 
with the advice and judgment of the metropolitan and the 
comprovincial bishops, but on the groupd that Frederick had 
overridden the rights of the electors. 2 


1 Otto of Freising, ‘ Goslo Frid- 
erici,’ i. (p. 392) : “ Tradit onim curia, 
et ab ecclesia, eo tompore quo sub 
Henrico V. do investiture episcoporum 
decisa fuit inter rognura et eacerdotium 
controversy, sibi eoncoRsum autumnat, 
quod obeuntibus opucopis, si forte in 
eligendo portoa Oeront, priifcipis or- 
bitrii esso, episcopum quern voluerit, 
ex optimatum suorum consilio ponere, 
neo eloctum nliquein ^ntc conse- 
crendum, quam ab ipnius monu regalia 
per soeptrum susoipiat.” 

» Id. id. (pp. 303, 394) ! “ Cum 

onim trensiationes episcoporum sine 
manifesto utilitatis et necessitatis 
iudicio divinffi legis oraculum *non 


pormittat, cum etiam multo amplior 
quam in alios eleotionibus olori ot 
populi oas debot proeveuire concordia, 
in facienda translationo de venerabili 
fratri nostro O. Cicensi episcopo nichil 
horum est, sod solus favor principis 
oxspectatus, et neo inspects nocessitate 
illius ecclesia', neo considerate utilitate 
persoDte, clero nolente, imo, ut dicitur, 
ex maxima parte reclamante, in Mag- 
deburgetteem oura dicitis eoclesiam 
Kupplantandum .... 

per present ia nobis scripts m andam us 
quatinus causa; isti faverem ulterius 
non prastetis, et apud karissimum 
fiiium nostrum Friderioum, quern Deus 
boo tempore pro servanda libertate 
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On the othir hand, Frederick showed himself desirous 
to meet the demands of the Papacy for his support. The 
relations between Frederick and the Popes at this time are 
best represented by the terms of the Treaty of Constance, 
which was concluded early in* 1153. By this treaty Frederick 
bound himself to support the Pope against the Greeks, the 
Normans, and the rebels in Eome, while the Pope promised 
to crown him as Emperor, to support him against any who 
should attack the " justice and honour ” of the kingdom, 
by excommunicating them, and to resist the Greeks. 1 

In 1155 Frederick was crowned Emperor in Rome. In 1156, 
however, the papal policy seems to have undergone a change. 
At the time when the Treat y of Constance had been signed, 
the Popes were on bad terms with the Normans, and looked 
for support, against them to Frederick, but in 1156 Hadrian IV. 
came to terms with the Normans, and the new relation was 
embodied in the Treat y of Benoventum. The most important 
political provisions of this treaty are as follows : Hadrian 
recognised William and his son Roger and their heirs as Kings 
of Sicily, Dukes of Apulia, and Princes of Capua, together with 
Naples, Salerno, and Amalfi, and the territories belonging to 
them, while they on their part swore fidelity to Pope Hadrian 
and his successors and^he Roman Church, and did liege homage.® 


ecilesi® in eminontiam regni evexit, 
officers vestris oxhortationibua stu- 
deatis, ut et ipse a sua super hoc 
intentions desistat et contra Doum, 
contra sacros eanonos, contra regia 1 
dignitatis offioium eidem causes favor- 
em suum ulterius non impondat, Fed 
ecclesisu Magdeburgensi eicut et aliis 
ecclesiis regni a Deo sibi commissi, 
liberaro facultatem quern voluorit 
secundum Deum eligendi relinquat ot 
cJectionem ipsam postmodutn favore 
suo, sicut decot maiestatem regiam 
prosequatur.” 

1 M. G. K., Leg., Seet. iv., * Const.’ 
i. 144, 14S. 

8 Hadrian! IV. et Wilhelmi Regis, 
Concordia Beneventana (in J. M. 


Watterich, * Fontificum Romanorum 
Vita*,’ vol. ii. p. 352) : “ Profecto vos 
nobis et Rogerio duci filio nostro 
et heredibus nostris, qui in regnum 
pro voluntaria ordinatione nostra suc- 
cesserint, ronceditis regnum Sioilise, 
ducat um A puli® et priccipatum Capuse 
cum omnibus pertinentiis suis, Nea- 
polim, «3alernum et Amalfiam cum 
pertinontiis suis, Marsiam et alia qu® 
ultra Marsiam debemus habere et 
reliqua toiymenta, quae tenemus, a 
praadeoessoribus nostris, hominibua 
saoroaanot® Roman® ecclesi®, iure 
detents, et contra omnes homines 
adiuvabitis honorifice manutenere. 

Pro qoibus omnibus vobis vestris- 
que suceessoribus et sancte Roman® 



CflAP. I.] 


FREDERICK I. ANEW THE PAPACY. 


313 


It was not, however, till 1167 that a serious ^dispute arose 
between Frederick and Hadrian IV., and then it was not about 
any actual question of policy, but about the use of a phrase 
by the Pope which seemed to imply that Frederick held the 
Empire as a fief from the Pope. f The circumstances were as 
follows. Archbishop Eskil of Lund, in Sweden, on his return 
from Eome, had been seized and held to ransom by some 
turbulent persons in Burgundy. For some reason Frederick 
refused to take any active steps to procure his release or 
to punish the offenders, and Hadrian IV. wrote to him in 
September to remonstrate with him. After urging upon 
him the duty of intervention, he reminded him of the 
affection and joy with which the Boman Church had 
received him, how it had conferred upon him the 
fulness of dignity and honour with the imperial crown, 
and that it would gladly have conferred upon him greater 
“ benefieia.” 1 

This letter reached Frederick while he was holding a diet 
at Besan§on, and according to the report of Otto of Freising, 
it caused the greatest indignation among the princes, because 
they understood the letter to imply that the German Kings 
held the Empire and the Kingdom of Italy by the grant of the 
Popes. They were, according to Otto, much disturbed by the 
recollection that in the palace of the Lateran, under a portrait 


ecclesisa fidelitatem iuravimus et vobis 
ligium hominium fecinms, sioul con- 
tiuetur in duobia aimilibue capitulari- 
bua, quorum alterum pones vestram 
maieatatom sigillo nostro aureo, at- 
t crura vero sigillo vostro signatum 
penes nos habetur.” 

1 M. G. H.. Leg., Sect, iv., * Co£st,’ i. 
164 (3) : “ Debes enim, gloriosissimo 
fill, ante oculos mentis reducere, 
quazn gratantor ot quoin ioaunde alio 
anno mater tua sacrosanota Romano 
tecclesia te susceperit, quanta cor- 
dis aSeotione tractaverit, quantam 
tibi dignitatis plonitudinem contu- 
lerit et honoris, et qualiter iznper^- 
alia insigne coronee * libentissime 


conforons, benignissimo gremio suo 
tuee Bublimitatis apicera studuerit con- 
fovere, nichil prorsus efTiciens quod 
regno voluntati vel in minimo oogno- 
scoret obviaro. Neque tamen penitet 
nos tua; dcsiderio voluntatis in omni- 
bus implovisse sed si mniora boneficio 
oxcellontia tua de manu nostra sus- 
copissot, si fieri posset, considorantes, 
quanta aiodosisc Doi ot nobis per te 
increments possint ot commoda pro- 
venire, non immerito gauderemus.” 

“ — — — # 

• The Edttor o 1 the ' Constitution* ’ urges 
that it is evident from the letter of Pope 
Hadrian, quoted on p. 315, that the word 
“ beneficium ” lias here been accidentally 
or Intentionally omitted. 
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of the Emperor Lothair HI., there was -written an inscription 
in the following terms : — 

“Rex venit ante foras, iurans prius urbis honores, 

Post homo fit papadj sumit quo dante coronam .” 1 


The tumult caused by the reading of Hadrian’s letter was 
increased by the injudicious words which one of the papal 
legates was understood to have used: “From whom, then, 
has he the Empire, if not from the Pope ? ” and the legates 
might have been killed if Frederick had not intervened and 
sent them back to their lodgings, ordering them to depart 
on the following morning, and to ret urn without delay to 
Rome . 2 * * * * * < 

In October Frederick issued a circular letter recounting the 
circumstances of the papal legation and the contents of 
Hadrian’s letter. He complains that the head of the Church, 
who ought to represent the peace and charity of Christ, was 
becoming the cause of discord and the source of evil ; and he 
declares that he received the Kingdom and Empire, by means 
of the election of the princes, from God alone, who had sub- 
jected the world to tho rule of the two swords ; and he charges 
any one who should maintain that he had received the 
imperial crown as d fief (“ pro beneficio ”) from the Pope with 


1 It is possible that, as Wilmar (the 

editor of the ‘ Gesta Frideriei ' in M. G. 

H., Script ores, vol. xx.) suggests, this 

inscription may hove represented a 

misinterpretation of the investituro of 

Lothair III. by Innocent II. with the 
territory (allodium) of the Countess 
Matiiilda ; tho phrases of tho grant are 
ob follows : “ Hoc nimirum intuitu 

allodium bone memorie comitissr 
Matilda, quod utique ab ea boato J’etro 
constat esse collatum, vobis comittimus 
et ex apostolicse aedis dispensations 

concedimus atque in presentia fratrum 
nostrorum, archiepiscoporum, episco- 
pomm abba turn neo non principum ot 
baronum per anulum investivimus, ita 
videlicet ut centum libras argent i 
singulis annis nobis et sucoessonbus 


nostris oxolvos et post tuum obitum 
proprieties od ills et dominium sancte 
Romans ecclesie cum integritate absque 
diminutions ac molestia revertatur ” 
(M. O. H., Leg., Sect., iv.. Const, i. 117). 
The phrase used is that of investiture 
with a ring ; there is no referenoe to 
homage or the oath of fidelity. It is, 
howover, noticeable that the documont 
goes ‘’on to soy that tho Pope, “pro 
caritate veatra,” grants the same 
territory on the same condition to 
Ilenry Duke of Bavaria and his wife, 
who was a daughter of the Emperor, for 
their lifetime, but for this the Duke 
was to do homage to the Popo, and to 
swear fidelity to St Peter and the Pope. 
, 8 Otto of Freising, * Gesta Frideriei,* 
iii. 10. 
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the defiance of the doctrine of St Peter, who had bidden men 
to “fear God and honour the king .” 1 

The Pope in the meanwhile was much irritated at the 
treatment of his legates and at the measures which, as he 
alleged, Frederick had taken to prevent any one from 
Germany going to the Apostolic See, and wrote a letter 
to the Gorman archbishops and bishops complaining of 
Frederick’s conduct, and urging them to resist his actions 
and to persuade him to adopt a more reasonable policy. 
He admitted, it should be observed, that the trouble had 
arisen about the phrase which he had used “insignc vide- 
licet corona! tibi beneficium contulimus ” ; but he did not, 
bo far, offer any explanation of. the phrase . 2 The German 
bishops replied courteously and deferentially, but firmly, that 
the terms used in the first letter were the cause dt all the 
trouble, and that they were so unusual and unprecedented, 
and of so sinister an ambiguity, that they could not defend 
nor approve them. They had, as the Pope desired, discussed 
the matter with the Emperor, and they report his reply. In 
this Frederick made it plain that, while he desired to exhibit 
all duo reverence to the Popo, he would not tolerate any 
departure from legal and customary usage. He claimed the 
freedom of the imperial crown as being* derived from the 
“ beneficium divinum,” and states in some detail the order of 
election and coronation. He denied that his behaviour to 
the cardinals had been dictated by contempt of the Pope, 
but ho could not permit them to carry any further such 

1 M. G. H., Leg., Sect, iv., Const, i. Cumque per olectionem principum a 

105 : “ Cum divine potentia, a qua solo Deo rcgnuin et imperium nostrum 
omnia potestas in cuclo et in terra, sit, qui in passione Christ i filii sui 
nobis, christi eius, regnum et imperium duobua gladns ne'josaariis regendum 
regendum commiserit et pacem (ecrleni- orbemsubievit,cumque Petrus apostolua 
arum imperialibua armis conservandam hao doctrine^ mundum informaverit : 
ordinaverit, non sine maxim® dolore 1 Deum timete, regem honorificate,’ 
cordis conqueri cogimus dilectioni quicumque nos iroperiaiem coronam 
vostrro, quod a capite ranotaa ecolesiss, pro boneficio a domno papa ajiBcepisss 
oui Christus pacis ao dilectionis suae dixerit, divine institutionem et doo- 
characterem impresait, causae dissensi- trinse Petri contrariua est et mendaeii 
onum, seminarium malorum, pestiferi. reus erit.’’ 
morbi venenurn man axe videntur. , . . * Id. id., 106. 
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documents as were an offence to the Empire. He had not 
forbidden any one to come or go on reasonable business to 
or from Italy, but was determined to check those abuses by 
which the churches of the kingdom were burdened. And 
then, evidently with reference to the painting which has 
been already described, he says that that which had begun 
with a picture was now being carried out in a writing, and 
that it was now attempted to make this writing authoritative. 
This he would not tolerate, but would rather resign the 
crown than suffer such a degradation of the Empire. Such 
pictures must be destroyed, and such letters retracted if 
there was to bo friendship between the “regnum” and 
the “ sacerdotium.” 

The bishops add that they had heard from the Emperor 
what they evidently considered to be disquieting reportB 
about a treaty with Roger and William of Sicily — referring, 
no doubt, to the Treaty of Beneventum, which, as we 
have seen, had been concluded between Hadrian IV. and 
William I. of Sicily in 1156 ; and they had heard also 
of other treaties. 1 


• Id. id., 167 (2) : “ Equidom a 

verbis illis qua 1 in littoris vostris 
continebantur, quas per nuncios vos- 
tros prudentissimos ot honoftUssimos, 
dominum Boruhardum ot dominum 
Rolandum canuellarium, venorabiles 
presbiteros cardinalos miaistis, com- 
mota est universe res pubiica imperii 
nostri ; auros imperialis potent ia* ea 
paeionter audiro non potuerunt nequo 
aures principum suslinere ; omnes ita 
oonlinuonmt auros suas, quod nos, 
saiva gratia vestne sanctissimau pator- 
nitatea, ea tuori propter sinistram 
ambiguitatis interpretationem vel con- 
sensu aliquo approbare neo audemus 
noo possum us, eo quod inaolita et 
l'naudita fuorunt usque ad iuec tem- 
pora. ( 3 ) Litteras autem, quas nobis 
misistis, debits cum reverentia susci- 
piontes et ampletentes, coznznonuimufi 
fib urn vestrum, dominum nostrum im- 


peratorem, sicut iussistis, et ab oo 
rosponsum, Deo gratias, acoepimus 
tale, quale decebat oatholicum priu- 
oipcm, in hunc modum : 

‘ Duo sunt, quibus nostrum regi 
oportet imperium, leges aanette im- 
perotorum ot usus bonus predeees- 
sonun et potrum nosfrorum. Istos 
limit os oxcodere nto voiumus nec 
possumus ; quidquid ab his discordat 
non recipimus. Debitam patri nos- 
tro roverentiam libenter exhibemus. 
Liboram imperii nostri coronam divine 
tantum beneficio ascribimus ; electionis 
primam vocem Maguntino arohiepis- 
copo, deinde quod superest ceteris 
secundum ordinem principibus recog- 
nosoimus ; regalem unotionem Coloni- 
ensi, supremam vero, ques imperialis 
est, emmo pontifioi ; quidquid pro ter 
hrao est, ex babuhdanti est, a male 
est. Cardinales in contemptuxn dilec- 
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In June 1168 papal envoys came to 1'rederiek at 
Augsburg, bearing letters in which Hadrian IV. was careful 
to explain away the offensive phrases which, he said, had 
been misunderstood. The word “ beneficium ” had, he de- 
clared, no such meaning in his letter as had been attributed 
to it. It did not mean a “ fief,” but only a benefit ; and 
it was only the wilful malice of men who did not desire the 
peace of the Church and kingdom which had misinterpreted 
it. 1 Frederick received the explanation in a friendly way, 


tissimi et revorentisaimi patris nostri 
et eonseoratoris a finibus ternc nostra* 
exire non coegimus. Sed cum his ot 
pro his, qua) et scripta et seribonda 
fore bant in dedocus ot Bcand&lurn 
imperii uoBtri ultra eos prodiro pati 
nohiimus. Introitum et cxitum Italia: 
neo clausimus edicto noc claudoro 
aliquo modo volumus poregrinantibus 
vel pro Buis nocessitatibus ration- 
abiliter cum testimonio episooporum 
et prelatorum suorum Romanam sodom 
adeuntibus ; sed illis abusionibus, 
quibus omnes tocclesiee regni nostri 
gravatco et attenuate sunt et omnos 
pone claustralos discipline omortuao 
et sepultn, obviare intendimus. In 
capite orbis Deus per imperium exalta- 
vit aecclosiam, in capita orbis sscclOBia, 
non per Deum, ut credimus, nunc 
demolitur imperium. A picture cepit, 
ad ecripturam picture procossit, scrip- 
ture in auotoritatem prodire oonatur. 
Non patiemur, non sustinebimus ; cor- 
onam ante ponemus, quam imperii 
coronam una nobiscum sic deponi 
consentiamus. Pictune deloantur, 
scripturae retractentui, ut *inter 
regnum et saoerdotium astema in- 
imiciarum monimenta non roma- 
neant.' • 

Htec et alia, utpote de concordia 
Rogerii et WiUelmi Siculi et aliis quae 
in Italia faeta sunt conventionibus, 
quie ad plenum prosequi non audemus, 
ab ore domini nostri imperatoris 
audivimus. ... (5) De ccetero saneti* 


tatem vestram suppliciter rogamus et 
obseoramus, ut nostrse paroatis infir - 
mitati, ut magnanimitatem filii vestri 
stout bonus poBtor leniatis scriptis 
vestris scripta priora suavitate mellita 
dulcorontibuB, quatinus £>t eBoolesia 
Doi tranquilia devotione leetatur et 
imperium in suss aublimitatis statu 
glorietur, ipso mediante et adiuvante, 
qui mediator Dei et hominum factus 
oet homo Chriatus Ieaus.” 

1 Id. id., 168 : “ Ex quo universalis 
sccclesicc curam, Deo prout ipsi placuit 
disponenti, ouscepimuB, ita in cunotis 
negotiiB magnificentiam tuam honorare 
curavimus, ut de die in diem animus 
tmin magis as magis in omore nostro 
et vonerationo sodis apostolicsB debu- 
issot accendi. ..... 


Occasions siquidem ouiusdam verbi, 
quod est beneficium, tuus animus, 
eicut dicitur, est oommotus, quod 
utique nedum tanti viri, sed nec 
cuiualibot minoris animum xnerito 
commovisaet. Licet entm hoc nomen, 
quod est beneficium, apud quosdam 
in alia Bignificationo, quam ox imposi- 
tions habeat, assumatur, tunc tamen 
in ea significatione accipiendum fuerat, 
quam nos f£si posuimus et quam ex 
institutione sua noscitur retinere. 
Hoc onim nomon ex ‘ bono ’ ot ‘ facto ’ 
est editum et dicitur benefidium aput 
nos non feudum. Bed bonum faction. 
In qua significations in universo sacree 
scriptures oorpore invenitur, ubi ex 
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and the amicable relations with Borne were for the time 
restored. 

It is not easy to arrive at a clear judgment about the 
significance of these circumstances. It is very difficult to 
understand why Hadrian sltould have wished to pick a quarrel 
with the Emperor, and why he should have chosen such a way 
of doing it. The only important argument for the view that 
he used the phrase intentionally lies in the fact that he 
did not offer any explanation of it in his letter to the 
German bishops. On the whole, it appears very doubtful 
whether Hadrian’s phrase was intentionally used to signify 
his determination to treat the Emperor as a vassal of the 
Holy See ; it seems more probable that it was used inad- 
vertently. It is at any rate most important to observe 
that the«supposed claim was immediately and emphatically 
repudiated by the German bishops, and that the Pope himself 
was careful to explain it away. 

In the year 1159 there was again a dispute botween 
Frederick and Hadrian IV., shortly before the death of the 
latter. The Bishop of Bamberg, in a letter to the Arch- 
bishop of Salzburg, cited by Otto of Freising in the £ Gesta 
Friderici,’ reported that the Pope had sent two cardinals 
to Frederick, making certain very important demands, and 
laying down some very significant principles. The Emperor, 
he declared, must not send envoys to Borne without the 

benofloio Dei, non tamquam ex ieudo, hoc egerunt. Per hoo enim vocabulum 
sed velut ex benedictione et bono facto ‘ contulimus ’ nil aliud intelligimus, 
ipsius gubernari dicimur et nutriri. nisi quod superius dictum est, ‘ im- 
Et tua quidem magnificent ia liquido poeuimus.’ Sane quod pogtmodum 
recognoecit, quod nos ita bene et personas teoeleaiaaticas a debita sacro- 
honorifice imperials dignitatis insigne san efte Romanis sedasue visitations, 
tuo oapiti imposuimus, ut bonum ut dicitur revocari iussisti, si ita est, 
faotum valeat ab omnibus iudicari. qiiam inoonvenienter actum sit, tua. 
Unde quod quid am verfeum hoc et fiii in Christo karissime, disoretio, ut 
illud, scilicet ‘ contulimus tibi insigne oredimus reoognosoit. Nam ai aput 
imperial ia coronal,' a sensu suo nisi nos aliquid amaritudinis habebas, per 
sunt ad* alium retorquere, non ex nuncios et litteras tuas nobis fuerat 
merito oauste, sed de voluntate propria intimandum, et nos honori tuo oura- 
et illonun suggestione, qui pacem vissemus, sicut filii karissimi, pro- 
regni et ecclesie nulla tenus diligunt, videre.” 
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knowledge of the Pope, as the magistracy# of the city 
and all the “ regalia ” belonged to St Peter. The bishops 
in Italy were to take the oath of fidelity to the Emperor 
without doing homage, and were not to be required to 
receive the Imperial envoys iii their palaces. He also 
demanded the restoration to the Homan Church of Tibur, 
Ferrara, Massa ; the whole territory #f the Countess 
Matilda, the whole territory from Aquapeudente to Rome, 
the Duchy of Spoleto, and the islands of Sardinia and 
Corsica . 1 

In his reply Frederick first pointed out that he could 
not answer on such important matters without the advice 
of the princes, but provisionally he replied as follows : He 
would not demand homage from the Italian bishops if they 
were willing to surrender the “regalia.” He was willing 
to admit that his messengers need not be received in the 
bishop’s palaces, provided these were built upon ground which 
belonged to the bishops, but if they were built upon the 
Emperor’s land, they were properly the Emperor’s palaces. 
As to the Pope’s demand that he should not send envoys 
to Rome, as all magistracy there belonged to St Peter, this, 
he said, was a serious matter requiring grave consideration ; 
for if the city of Romo were not unde/ the authority of 
the Emperor, it would mean that he had only the 
appearance and the empty name of the Imperial power . 2 


1 * Qesta Friderici,’ iv. 34 : “ Nun- 
cios ad urbem ignorante apostolico 
ab imperatore non esae mittendos, 
cum omnia magistrates inibi boati 
Petri ait cum univerais regalibus. 

£>e dominicalibus apoatolici fodrum 
non esae oolligendum, nisi tempore 
auaoipiendae o arose. Epiacopos I tali® 
solum aacramentum fidelitatis aino 
bomiuio facere debere donyio ipera- 
tori, neque nuncios imperatoris in pa- 
latiis epiaooporum reeipiendoa. De 
poaaeesionibus eecdeaitc Roman® re- 
stituendis. Tiburti, Ferrari®, Mass®, 
Ficadii, totiua terra comities® 
Mahtildis, totiua terra qu» at> 


Aquapendenti eat usque Romans, 
ducatus Spoletam, insulam Sardinia:, 
Corsicse.” 

* M. G. H., Leg., Sect. IV., Const., 
vol. i. 179 : “ Quamvia non ignorem, 
ad tanta negotia non ex animi mei 
sententia, aed ex consilio principum 
me respondere debere, sine preiudioio 
tamen sapientum hoc absque con- 
sultatione Vespondeo. Epiacoporum 
Italue ego quidem non afiecto hcmi- 
niuTn , bi tamen et eoa de noatris 
regalibus nicbil delectat haBere. Qui 
si gratanter audierint a Romano 
preaule : ‘ Quid tibi et regi,’ oonae- 
quenter quoque eoa ab imperatore 
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It was apparently about the same time that Hadrian asked 
for the renewal of the treaty made with Pope Engenius HI. 
at Constance in 1153 ; but, as appears from a letter of 
Frederick to the Archbishop of Salzburg, Frederick refused, 
on the ground that Hadridn had violated the terms of this 
treaty by the treaty which he had made with William of 
Sicily at Beneventum, in the year 1156. Frederick con- 
tended that it was a breach of the agreement of Constance 
that the Pope should have made peace with the King of 
Sicily without consulting him. 1 

The questions thus raised were no doubt serious and far- 
reaching, and might have produced a serious situation ; but 
other and graver questions arose. 

It was in 1259 that Hadrian IV. died, and his death was 
followed by a double election to the Papacy. Boland was 
elected as Alexander HI., and Octavian as Victor IV. 
The situation is set out very clearly in one of the works of 
Gerhoh of Beichersberg. He was one of the most energetic 
of the reforming clergy in Germany, but for some time hesi- 
tated in his attitude to the rival claimants. He was clear 
that, as far as the election it self was concerned, Alexander 
had been legitimately and canonically elected by a majority 
of the cardinals ; but, on the other hand, he very gravely 
and seriously reports the contention of the supporters of 
Victor that both Alexander and the cardinals who had 
elected him had been engaged in a conspiracy against the 
Emperor. It was alleged that before the death of Hadrian 


non pigeat audire : ‘ quid tibi ot 

possessions 1 Nuncioa nostros non 
esse reoipiendos in palatiis episoo- 
porum asserit. Concedo, si forte ali- 
quia episooporum habet in auo proprio 
solo et non in nostro p&atium. Si 
autem in nostro solo et aliodio aunt 
palatia epiaooporum, cum profecto 
omne qut>d inedificatum solo cedat, 
nostra sunt ot palatia. Iniuria ergo 
esset, si quis .unoios nostros a rogus 
palatiis prohiberot. Legatos ab im- 


peratoro ad Urbom non ease mittendoa 
affirmat, cum omnis magistrates inibi 
beati Petri sit cum universis regalibus. 
Htec res fateor, magna est et gravis 
et maturiore egens consilio. Nam 
cum divi^a ordinationo ego Romonus 
imperator et dioor et aim, speoiem 
tantum dominantis efflngo et inane 
utique porto nomen ao sine re, si 
urbis Romm de manu nostra potestas 
fuerit oxcussa." 

" 1 Id. id., 180. 
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IV. they had made an agreement with Wiliam, the King 
of Sicily, and the Milanese, and with other enemies of the 
Empire, that they had bound themselves by an oath that 
on the death of Hadrian, they would not elect any one 
to the Papacy who had not bten associated with them in 
this conspiracy, and that they had been bribed by William 
and the Milanese to undertake that Frederick should be 
exco mmuni cated and should not be absolved without their 
consent . 1 

It was under these circumstances that Frederick put for- 
ward two important principles : that it was for a General Council 
of the Church to consider the claims of the two aspirants 
to the Papacy, and to decide which of them was the legiti- 
mate Pope ; and that it was the duty of the Emperor to 
take the necessary steps to call together such a Council. 

Frederick’s position is very fully and clearly expressed in 
his letter of invitation to the German bishops to attend the 
Council which he summoned to meet at Pavia to deal with 
the matter. He interprets the words of Christ referring to 
the two swords as being related to the Boman Church and the 
Bo man Empire, by which the whole world was ordered in 
divine and human matters. There is one God, one Pope, one 
Emperor, and there ought to be one Chjirch ; but, grievous 
to relate, there seem to be two heads of the Boman Church. 
It is to avert the danger of such a division in the Church 
that the Boman Empire, which the divine providence has 


1 Gerhoh of Keiohersbflrg, ‘ De 
Investigations Antichrist!,’ i. 53 : 
“ Duplioem autem eis eonspirationem 
vel coniurationem obiciunt, unant qua 
contra augustale imporium Friderici 
imperat trie et contra laudan*ntum 
in verbo Domini factum, adhuo 
vivente papa Adnano, cum Siculo 
Willoholmo ot Mediolanensibus aliisque 
inimicia imperii federati sint ; secun- 
dam qua, ut easdem contra imperium 
oonceptas inimicias ad finem usque 
destination! perduceront, inter se 
aacramenti firmitudine convenerint 
deoedente papa Adriano non alium 

VOL. IV. 


so in papam eleoturoe, nisi qui eiua- 
dem coniurationis consors extitisset. 
Verbum autem conspirationis pecunia 
Siculi et Mediolanensium coomptum 
hoc esse dicunt, qua ten us impora- 
torem Frideric tm excommunicaront et 
absque conailio Willehelmi Siouli et 
Mediolanensium numquam absolve, 
rent.” * 

Cf. the other souroe of information 
cited in ‘ Lib. de Lite,’ vol. iii., note 5, 
p. 361. * 

Cf. M. G. H., Leg., Sect. IV., Const., 
vol. i. 187. 


X 
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created as a ftemedy for such a dangerous mischief, must 
take action for the safety of all, to avert such evils from 
the Church and all mankind. He has therefore summoned 
a solemn and general assembly to meet at Pavia in the 
Octave of the Epiphany, and has invited the two who call 
themselves Bo man Pontiffs, and all the bishops of the 
Empire, of Prance* England, Spain, and Hungary, that by 
their examination, in his presence, it might be declared 
which of the claimants should lawfully obtain the rule of 
the universal Church . 1 

It is important to obsorve precisely the nature of the 
claims which Frederick set out. He maintained that it 
was the duty of the Emperor to deal with Bueh a situation 
as that which had arisen, but he did not claim that he had 
himself authority to decide between the claimants. His 
function, as he represented it, was to call together a general 
assembly of the bishops of the Church of all countries, and 
it was for them to consider and decide upon the justice of 
the rival claims — only, this was to be done in his presence. 
To put this in other words, this meant that, in the case 
of disputed elections to the Papacy, it was for the Church 
as a whole to decide the rights of the case, while it was 
the function of tho* Emperor to set the machinery of the 
Church in motion. 

1 M. G. H., Leg., Sect. IV., Const., tam pernioiosi mali divina dementia 
vol. i. 182 : “ Quod in paasione eua providit, univorsorum saluti debet sol- 
Chriatus duobus giadiis contentua licite providere et, ne tanta mala, in 
f Jit, hoc in Romana recclesia et in apcolesia Pei premineant futuris casibua 
imperio Romano crodimua mirabili pro- aollerter obviare. .... 
videntia declaraaso, cum per h®c duo Curiam sollempnem et generalem con- 
rerum capita et principia fcotus mundus ventum omnium flBcoleeia*tioorum vi- 
tam in divinia quam in humanis rorum • in octava epiphanies Papi® 
ordinetur. Cumque unua Dcuh, umia celebrandam mdiximua, ad quam am- 
papa, unua imperator sufficiat, et una boa qui ae dicunt Romanos pontifloea 
occoloeia Dei esse debeat, fjuod sine vocavimus^amnesque episcopoa imperii 
dolore oordia dioere non posautnus, nostri et aliorum regnoruzn. Fraooia 
duos apostolicoe in Romana tecclesia videlicet, Angliao, Hispani® atque Un- 
ha here viddinur. .... gariae, ut eorum in prasentia nostra 
Ne itaque in tant® diacrimine discordi® iuato dedaretur examine, quis illorum 
univeraaba ®cclesia periditari possit, regimen universalis eeoclesicc de iure 
Romanum imperium quod ad remedium debeat obtinere.” 
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With this we should compare the termii of the letter 
in which Frederick invited Henry n. of England to send 
as many of his bishops and abbots as possible to the 
Council at Pavia, that by their judgment and that of the 
other ecclesiastical persons the hinity of the Roman Church 
should be preserved . 1 In his letter to Alexander HI. and 
his cardinals desiring their presence atf the Council, the 
same positions were set out as in the letter to the German 
bishops, only they were stated with more precision. He claimed 
that it was his duty to protect ( patrocinari ) all the churches in 
his Empire, and more especially to care for the Roman Church, 
whose “ care and defence ” had boon specially entrusted to 
him by the divine providence ; ho expressed his grief at 
the dispute which had arisen as to the election, and said 
that it was to remedy this evil that he had commanded to 
be held (indiximus celebrandum) a general court and assembly 
at Pavia, to which he had called the archbishops, bishops, 
abbots, and other religious persons, in order that, all 
secular judgment being excluded, this great matter of the 
Church might bo decided by the sentence only of the 
ecclesiastical persons in such a way that God might be 
honoured, that no one should deprive the Roman Church 
of her “ integritas ” and justice, and that the city of Rome 
might be at peace. He therefore, in the name of God and 
of the Catholic Church, commanded and enjoined upon him 
that he should attend the assembly to hear and receive the 
decision of the ecclesiastical persons . 2 The principles set out 


1 Id. id., 182 : “ Ut eorum oeteror- 
unque ecclesiaslicorum virorum aalubri 
dictante eoncilio unitaa Homan® eeo- 
clesiffi, eo mediants qui tacit iftraqua 
unurct, reformetur et status eceleaiarum 
null is deineeps dissensionum turbine 
colliaus, noetris temporibua inoolumis 
in summa tranquillitate poasit per- 
manent” 

* Id. id., 184 : “ In hoc itaque sacra- 
tiaaimo proposito constitute cum om- 
nibus eooleaiis in imperio nostro 
constitutes debemua patrocinari, eacro- 


eanctee Roman® seccleai® tanto pro- 
pensius debemua providere, quando 
ipsius oura et defenaio a divina pro- 
videntia creditor oase commissa nobia 
speciality. ..... 
Quatinua, remoto omni seculari iudicio, 
hoc tarn \nagnum eccleais negotium 
®ooleaia8ticarum tantum persona rum 
sententia its sopiatur, ut et Deo 
debitus exinde honor dlferatur et 
®oclosia Romana sua integritate et 
iuaticia non poasit a quoquom priyari, 
voi status urbis, qute caput imper^ 



324* 


CHURCH AND EMPIRE .FROM 1122 TO 1177. [PART IV. 


are the same da those in the letter to the German bishops ; 
but Frederick lays stress upon his special obligations of 
care and defence to the Roman Church, and he very 
emphatically repudiates the suspicion that the secular 
power claimed a right to lhare in the determination of 
the question at issuo. He does, however, assume a very 
authoritative tone* in summoning Alexander to attend the 
Council. 

It is, however, necessary to observe that in another letter 
Frederick’s position is not exactly the same. In this he begs 
the Archbishop of Salzburg not to pledge, his support to either 
candidate without consulting him, lest there should arise 
division in the Empire, and ho, tells him that he had asked the 
Kings of France and England only to support, that one of the 
claimants *upon whom they should all throe agree. He 
concludes by saying that he will not himself recognise any 
one as Pope who had not been elected by the unanimous 
consent of the faithful . 1 Here Frederick’s tone is somewhat 
different : he does, indeed, recognise the common judgment of 
the Church as being the authority by which the matter should 
be finally decided, but, at the same time, he speaks as though 
he and the Kings of France and England were entitled to 
exercise some authority with regard to the recognition of the 
rightful claimant . 2 This may, however, be interpreted as 


nostri eat inquietari. I’roindo erudi- 
tion! vostro mandamus et ex parte 
Dei omnipotentia et totius specleaisr 
catholic® prsocipimus, ut ad oandem 
curiam sive conventum veniatis, edccIo- 
aiasticarum personorum Ben ten ti am 
audituri et recepturi.” 

1 Id. id., 181 : “ Inde eat quod pro 
huius rei novitate tibi mmoiondo nun- 
tium tuum dilectioni tu® remittimus, 
fidelitatis tue einceritatezn intime com- 
monentes, hortantes ot quam maxima 
rogantes, ut si forte pro aliquo Romane 
aedis electo assonsus discretionis tue 
requi situs fuorit, non statim, quasi 
procipitata ratione vel nobis incon- 
qultis, favorem tuum adhibeas, aed 


ne imperium noatris tomporibua in 
se ipsum divisum deaoletur, ad uni- 
tatem nobiscum studeas operam dare. 

nee in aliquant personam favorem 
suam lam subito ponsnt, nisi quam 
nostrum trium uuicus Iaudaverit 
ussensfis. ...... 

Ad kathedram tanti regiminis aliam 
personam nullatenus recipe re inten- 
ilimus, nisirquam ad honorem imperii 
et quietem ac unitatem ecclesi® 
unanimi et concordi assensu fl deles 
elegerint.” 

4 Cf. the principle of William the 
Conqueror in England as represented 
in Eadmer, Hist., Nov. 1. 
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referring only to the period before the judgment of the whole 
Church had been declared. 

Alexander in. did not hesitate to take up the challenge 
thus addressed to him, but at once firmly repudiated and 
condemned the action of the Er&peror and the contention that 
an assembly of the Church could take cognisance of the 
matter. The tone of his statement was* courteous, but his 
attitude was uncompromising. 

He recognises that the Emperor was, in virtue of his 
position, the advocate and the special defender of the Boman 
Church, and he assures him that he honoured him above all 
’princes ; but ho must honour God more, and he is astonished 
that the Emperor should refuse to the Boman Church that 
honour which belongs to it. He had learned, he says, from 
the Emperor’s letter, that he had called together h Council of 
the ecclesiastics of the five kingdoms, but in doing this he 
had departed from the custom of his predecessors, and ex- 
ceeded the bounds of his authority, since he had done it 
without, the knowledge of the Boman Pontiff, and had sum- 
moned him to his presence as though he possessed authority 
over him ; while Christ had given to St Peter, and through 
him to the holy Boman Churoh, this privilege, that it should 
consider and determine the causes of all churches, while it 
should never be subject to the judgment of any one, aDd 
this privilege must be maintained even at the risk of death. 
The canonical tradition and the authority of the holy Fathers, 
therefore, forbade him to attend the Emperor’s court or to 
receive its judgment, and he would deserve the severest 
censure if he, by his ignorance or faint-heartedness, were to 
suffer the Church to be reduced to slavery . 1 

1 M. G. H., Leg., Sect. IV., Const., dum sine conscientia Romani pontificis 
vol. i. 186 ; “ Nob reoognoscimus dom- conciliuqj convocaret et nos ad pre- 
num imperatorem ex collate aibi debito sent iam auam, eicut homo super nos 
dignitatis advocatum so apecialem poteetatem habons, precipit convenire. 
sacrosanct® Romane eeclesi® defen- Sane beato Petro et pey eum sacro- 
sorem. ...... sanct® Romane ecclegie, cuius ipse 

In quo nimirum longe a consuet udine per Deu m magiater extitit ac fun dator, 
predecessorum euorum recesisse victetur hoc privilegium legitime a domino 
et dignitatis sue tenninum etgeessisse, Iesu Christo sanctisque pattifeus 
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When the Council met at Pavia early in 1160, Alexander 
TIT, was therefore unrepresented, but the case of Victor was 
placed before it. His representative contended that he 
had been regularly “ immantatus,” and enthroned and acknow- 
ledged by the Boman clergy, while against Alexander he 
urged especially that he had been a party to an attempt to 
dismember the Empire, and that the conspirators had agreed 
with the King of Sicily and the Milanese, that in the event 
of the death of Hadrian IV. they were to elect one of their 
number to the Papacy. 1 

The decision of the Council has been preserved for us in 
two forms — in the encyclical issued by the Council itself, and 
in an encyclical letter of Frederick expressing his assent to its 
judgment. The encyclical of the Council declares first that 
the case hall been legally and canonically examined by them, 
“remoto omni seculari indicio,” and that it had been proved 
that Victor had been elected by tin* wiser part (saniori parte) of 
the cardinals in the basilica of St Peter, on the petition of the 
people, and by the consent and desire of the Roman clergy. 
They contend that nine cardinals out of twenty had concurred 
in his election, but they do not deny that they were a 
minority. They lay great stress on the fact that he had been 
“immantatus ” several days before Roland (Alexander III.), 
they refer for the significance of this to a work which they call 
' Liber do Ritu et Ordinatione Romanorum Pontificum/ and 
allege that it had been considered important in the dispute 
about the election of Pope Innocent II. They urge that 
Roland had been invited to the Council, “ remoto omni seculari 

traditum et per prospers et adverse, mittit . . . divina videretur aniiu- 

etiam com eftusiono sanguinis cum advorsione digniesimum et ab onme 

oportuit, usque ad hoc tempus con- occlesia tanto duriuB arguendum 

eervandum, ut universarum ecclesia- quanto amplius ad universalis eoclesie 

rum causae, cum res exigerpt, ipsius periculum redundaret, ei per igno- 

auctoritas discuterit ao finirit, ipsa rantiam noktram aut pusUlanimitate 

vero nullius umquam iudicio sub- spiritus a capite, quod avertat Deus, 

iaceret. . , . . . . diobus nostris iste morbus inciperet, 

Ad curiam eius accedere vel sontenti- et nos ecclesiam pretioso sanguine 

am curie sue in hac parte auscipere Christi redemptam in servitutem 

canonica traditio et reverenda sane- re dig) sineremus.” 

tarum patrum auctoritas non per* 1 Id, id., 187, 188. 
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indicio,” but he and his cardinals had refused do recognise any 
inquiry or judgment on the part of the Church. They give 
an account also of the conspiracy of Boland and his cardinals. 
Finally, they declare that the Council had decided that the 
election of Victor, who had eAme to the Council, prepared 
himself to accept the judgment of the Church, should be 
confirmed and approved, and the election t»f Boland annulled. 
They are careful to add that it was only when all this 
had been done, without any secular interference, that the 
Emperor as the last, after all the bishops and clergy, on 
the advice and petition of the Council, received and 
approved the election of Victor, while after him the princes 
and an immense multitude o£ those who were present gave 
their assent . 1 


1 Id. id.. 190; “ I. Cum igitur ortlio- 
doxorum Papiee congrogaiorum tmivor- 
silas in nomine Domini ronBodissot, 
causa per vii. continuos dies, remoto 
omni Beculari indicio, legittimo et 
canonice agitata ac diligentcr inspeota, 
suffioienter ot canonice in conspoctu 
concilii per testes idoneos est com- 
probatum ; domnum Vietorom et 
nullum alium in basilica beati Petri 
a saniori parte cardinalium petitione 
populi (et) consenau ac dcuiderio cleri 
(Romani) fuisse electum ot sollomp- 
niter immantatam, (et) quod pra-sente 
et non contradicente Rolando quon- 
dam canccllario, in kathedra beati 
Petri luerit eollooatus, et quod ibi 
a cardinalibus et clcro Romano * To 
Deum laudamus ’ gloriosc (est) do- 
cantatum, et inde ad paiatium cum 
bandis ot aliis papalibus i^signibus 
eat deductus ..... 
2. Ex quibus viii. aanioris consilii et 
nulla coniuratione foedofati, quorum 
vox prima erat in electione, una 
(turn capitulo beati Petri, petitione 
populi, consensu et desidorio cleri, 
annuente online senatorum et nobi- 
lioribus Romania, dominus VioVrus 
elegerint. 


7. Ex his igitur nobis suificienter in- 
structih et veritate hinc inde plenarie 
declarata, placuit reverendo conoilio, 
ut electio domni Victoris, qui tamquam 
agnus mansutus et innooens venorat 
tecrlesue iudioium Uumiliter eusoep- 
tum, approbarentur et oonfirmaretur, 
ot electio Rolandi penitus cassaretur. 
Et factum est ita. Electione itaque 
domni Victoria, remoto omni seculari 
indicio, sancti Spiritus gratia mvocata, 
confirmata et recepta, christianisaimus 
imperator (nostor) post omnea epis- 
copos et post omnero clerum ultimas, 
(ex) consilio et petitione concilii 
olectionem domni Victoris recepit et 
approbavit, et post sum omnea prin- 
cipes (eius) et innumerabilis hominum 
multitude) quae presens erat, (et) in- 
terrogate tribus vicibus, si oi placeret, 
respondit cum gaudio magna vooe : 

‘ Placet.’ ” 

The editor doubts the authenticity 
of the signatures, which inolude those 
of the envoys of the KingB of Hungary, 
Denmark, and Bohemia. One form of 
the document says that* King Henry 
of England consented by bis letter 
and envoys. 
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The encyclical letter of Frederick urges Alexander’s 
refusal to attend the Council at Pavia, but lays much stress 
upon the evidence of the conspiracy. The Council, he urges, 
was not a secular court, for it met and considered the matter 
without the presence of any la^ person ; but Alexander refused 
to submit to the inquiry by the Church, declaring that he 
had the right to Judge all men, but would not be judged 
by any. The decision of the Council was based upon clear 
proof of the conspiracy, and on the ground that there was 
nothing against Victor except that he had been elected by 
a minority of the cardinals, and it therefore condemned 
Alexander, and confirmed the election of Victor. Frederick, 
following the judgment of tlje Church, gives his approval 
and proclaims Victor as father and ruler of the universal 
Church. 1 »■ 

The letter of the Council lays most stress on the propriety 
and validity of Victor’s election, and that of Frederick on 
the conspiracy against the Empire ; but they agree in urging 
that the decision was that of the Church, not of the Temporal 
power, and that it was to the judgment of the Church that 
Alexander had refused to submit his case. 

The conflict thus began in 1160 continued for seventeen 
years — that is, until the Peace of Venice in 1177 — when 


1 Id. id., 180 : “ 3. Sane ox concilio 
orthodoxoruin, sicut alia vice memini- 
mus vobis mandasse, generalom con- 
ventem mligiosoram Papins indiaci- 
mus, ad quern amboe qui aa discerunt 
Romanos pontiSces, non ad iudicium 
seculars, sicut ora mendacium astru- 
unt, Bed ad examen eocolesias per 
duos venerabile epiacopos, Ferdensem 
videlicet et Bragensem convooarimus. 

The Council met, ‘semota omni laica 
persona.' ...... 

Post longam itaque deliberationem, 
quia ilia nefandissima conspiratio Deo 
et eocclesias admodum odibilis mani- 
festis inditiis non solum probata, 
vgrum in facie totius accleaise coram 


ponita; rovolata est, et in domno 
Victore nichil reprehensible inventum 
est, nisi quod paucioreB numoro cardin- 
ales omnino a conspiration© ilia exortes 
eum pro bono pacis inter regnum et 
sacerdotium conciliando elegerunt, et 
invocata sanoti Spiritus gratia, tecclesia 
Dei Rolsndum cancellarium oonspir- 
atorem'et ecismaticum, discordias et 
lit os et periuria bona esse evangelizan* 
tern, condempnavit , et domnum Victor- 
em papam iu patrom spiritalem et uni- 
versalem pontiflcem oondrznavit. Quem 
nos ascclesia duce secuti approbamua 
et universalis mccleaias patrem et reo- 
torem, co-operante divina dementia, 
fore denunciamus.” 
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Frederick was compelled to submit to the demands of the 
Lombard towns and to recognise Alexander in. as the 
legitimate occupant of the Boman See. It is not necessary 
for our purpose here to deal with the history of these 
years — we shall return to the* political principles repre- 
sented in the demands of the Lombard towns in a later 
volume — we are here concerned with the questions at 
issue between the Temporal and the Spiritual powers. 
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CHAPTER H. 

JOHN OP SALISBURY. 

The £ Policraficus ’ of John of Salisbury was written between 
the years 1155 and 1159, during the Papacy of Hadrian IV., 1 
and belongs, therefore, to the period when there was already 
somo friction between the Pope and the Emperor, but before 
the great European conflict of Alexander III. and Frederick I., 
and the important but local dispute between Henry II. and 
Thomas a Becket in England. It has therefore the advan- 
tage, as evidence for the trend of thought on the relations of 
the Temporal and Spiritual powers, that it was written at a 
time when men’s passions were not roused by vehement con- 
flict, but it has also the compensating disadvantage that in 
some respects it represents abstract and generalised theories 
whose real significance was not tested by the need of inter- 
pretation with reference to particular and practical questions. 
As we shall see, there are some very interesting points of 
relation between the theoretical position of John of Salisbury 
and of Honorius of Augsburg, and it would almost seem as 
though it was not till after the first great conflict was over 
that the speculative development of the principles underlying 
the practical issues of the time began to occupy men’s 
minds. 

t 

John represents an advanced ecclesiastical position : he not 
only condemns severely all aggressions of the Temporal 
powers *upon the Church, and repudiates indignantly the 
notion that the secular law was supreme over all others, but 

i 

L * Cf. John of Salisbury, ' Fob'crafcifus,' vi. 24 and viii. 29. 
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he very clearly maintains the superiority of * the Spiritual 
power and its law over the Temporal. At the same time he 
criticises with great frankness the extortions of the ecclesias- 
tical authorities, and condemns the ecclesiastical tyrant as 
severely as he does the secular? We must consider these 
positions in their order, for each is important. 

In one passage he discusses the appointment of unsuitable 
persons to ecclesiastical offices, and represents the defenders 
of the absolute authority of the prince as maintaining that he 
was above all laws, and that to question the worthiness of 
any person whom he might have selected for office was to be 
guilty of something like sacrilege. They maintained, he says, 
that no law was equal to the .secular, and urged the pre- 
cedents of custom even against reason, and treated those who 
ventured to appeal to the divine law as enemies of ttie prince . 1 
John had evidently suffered indignantly under the tone and 
temper of some of the lawyers of the court, and he fortified 
himself by frequent citations from the Boman law and its 
provisions for the protection of the Church and its rights 
against aggression, and for the exemption of the clergy from 
the jurisdiction of the secular courts . 2 His appeal to the 


1 Id. id., vii. 20 : “ Cum enim sibi 
conciliavcrint grat.iain poteatatum, ac 
iure patera sibi asserunt universe, co 
quod pnneops (ut dicunt) Iegibus non 
subicitur ot quod prinoipi placet legia 
habet vigorom. Cum ergo populus ei ot 
in eum omnem auctoritatom suam con- 
tulerint ei obviare crimen maiestatis 
oat et manifosta subversio principatua. 

Siquidom sacrilegii instar eat dubitare 
an is dignus sit quem princeps element j 
neo temeritatis effugit no tarn, et bene 
cum eo agitur si vel penam, quisquis 
ex quacumque causa voluntatem prin- 
cipia evaouare parat. Nffllas leges 
credunt oivilibus prreferendas. . . . 
Ad hecc conquisita tyrannorum exempla 
proponunt, quibus perauadeant potes- 
tatibus uni versa licere. Maxime 
tamen sicubi locorum fuerint ufci 
in vetera ta consuetudo optineat, gtiam 


si rationi ad^orsotur aut legi. 

Qui voro pro veritate fidei aut sin- 
centate momm de iure divino aliquid 
loquitur, aut superatitiosua eat aut 
in vidus aut (quod capitals est) principle 
inimicus. ...... 

Satiua erit ut diadema detraheretur 
principis capiti quam principalis et 
ogregite partis rei publicise diBpoaitio 
quee in religiose vorsatur, illius sub- 
trahatur arbitrio.” 

9 Id. id., v. 5 : “ Quis enim prinoipis, 
cuius meqioria in benedictione eat 
(Archadium loquor), constitutionem 
non audivit T Si quis in hoc genus saori- 
legii prorupit, ut in eoclesias catholioas 
irruens sacerdotibus et miniatris vel 
in ipso culto loco aliquid importet 
iniurise, quod geritur a provinoiee 
reotoribus animadvertatur, atque it% 
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Roman law ii: interesting, as reminding us of the fact that 
wo have arrivod at the period when the influence of 
the revived study of the Roman law was beginning to be 
important. We have already seen, in discussing his theory 
of the nature of political Authority, that he was much in- 
fluenced by his extensive acquaintance with the Roman 
jurisprudence . 1 ’The civil law was indeed a double-edged 
weapon in the conflicts between the Temporal and Spiritual 
powers , 2 but to John of Salisbury it appeared as a welcome 
instrument of defence. 

John of Salisbury did not, however, content himself with 
condemning and repelling the aggression of the Temporal 
power upon the Spiritual, he very emphatically declared the 
superior dignity and authority of the latter. In one pas- 
sage he Says dogmatically that all the laws of the prince 
are idle and void if they do not conform to the character 
of the divine law and the discipline of the Church, and 
cites the Novels of Justinian as laying down that the Im- 
perial laws must “ imitate ” the sacred canons . 3 In another 
place he sets out a conception which is already familiar to 
us, and maintains that the prince is subject to God and to 
those who hold His place on earth, as the human body is 
ruled by the soul . 4 * 


provinois moderator saeerdotum ot 
catholic® eeclesiie ministrorum loci 
quoque illorum et divini cultus 
iniuriam capital! in convictos sive con- 
fesses reos sontentia noverit vendi- 
candam (Cod. I. 3, 10). 

Itom ; Placet clemonti® nostra; ut 
nichil commune clerici cum publicis 
actionibus habeant vfl ad curiam per- 
tinent ibus, cuius corpori non sunt 
adnexi (Cod. I. 3, 17). Cf. vii. 20 
(beginning). , 

1 Cf. vol. iii. pp. 136-145. 

* Cf. vol. ii., Part I., o. 8. 

* Id. id t , iv. 6 : “ Aooipiens, inquit, 
exemplar a sacerdotibus Levities- 
tribus. Recte quidem. Omnium 
legum inanis est censura, ai non 

, divinie legis imaginem gerat ; et in- 


utilis est oonstitutio prinoipia, si non 
est ecclesiastics discipline conformis. 
Quod et Cbristianissimum non latuit 
principem, qui legibus suis indixit ne 
dedignentur sacros esnones imitari. 
(Novel. 83, 1). . 

Eo forte spectat quod exempla legis 
a sacerdotibus Levities tribus iubetur 

t , 

assumi j quia prsdicatione eorum debet 
potestas commissi magistratus guber- 
nacula moderari.” 

* Id. i&., v. 2 : “ Est autem res 
publics, eicut Plutaroo placet, oorpus 
quoddam quod divini muneris bene- 
ficio animatux et summs squitatis 
agitur nutu et regitur quodam moder- 
amine rations. Ea vero qus oultum 
relig'onis in nobis instituunt et infor- 
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He does not, however, only set out these (jonceptions in 
general terms, but in one very important passage he expresses 
them under the terms of an exposition of the doctrine of the 
two swords, and declares that it was from the Church that 
the prince received the material #sword, for both swords be- 
longed to the Church, but it uses the material sword by the 
hand of the prince. The prince is therefore the minister 
(or agent) of the “ saccrdotium,” and discharges that inferior 
part of the sacred offices which is unworthy to be exercised 
by the hands of the priest . 1 This conception is parallel to, 
it may be derived from, some phrases of St Bernard in his 
treatise ‘ De Consideratione,’ and in one of his letters. In 
the first of these he urged upon Pope Eugenius III. that both 
swords, the spiritual and the material, belonged to the Pope 
and the Church ; the material sword was not, indeed, to be 
used by him, but was to be drawn at the bidding (ad nutum) 
of the priest and the command of the Emperor. In the 
second he declared that both swords belonged to St Peter, 
the one to be drawn at his bidding, the other by his 
hand.® 


mant et Dei (ne secundum Plutarcum 
dooram dicam) cerimonias tradunt, 
vicem animse in corpora rei publics 
obtinent. Illos vero, qui roligionis 
cultui praasunt, quasi unimam corporis 
susoipere et venerari oportef. Quis 
enim sanctitatis ministros Dei ipniua 
vicarios esse ambigit ? Porro, sicut 
anixno totius habet corporis princi- 
patum, ita et hii, qnos ille roligionis 
pra'feotoa vooat, toti corpori pra>sunt. 
Augustus Cesar eo usque socrorum 
pontificibus subiectus fuit donee et 
ipse, ne cui omnino subesset, Vestalie 
creatus est pontifex et paulo post ad 
deos rolatus est vivus. Prigcops vero 
capitis in re publics optinct locum 
uni subiectus Deo et his qui vice illius 
agunt in terris, quondam et in corpora 
humano ab anima vegetatur caput et 
rogitur.” 

1 Id. id., iv. 3 : “ Huno ergo gladium 


de mauu Eeclesisc. accipit princeps, 
cum ipsa times gladium sanguinis 
omnino non habeat. Habet tamen et 
istum, sed eo utitur per prinoipis 
inanum, cui cohereendorum corporum 
eontulit potestatem, spiritualium sibi 
in pontificibus auctoritate servata. 
Est ergo princops sacerdotii quidem 
minister et qui aacrorum officiorum 
illam partem exercet quae sacerdotii 
manibus videtur indigna. Sacrarum 
namque legum omno officium religio- 
sum et pium est. illud tamen inferius, 
quod in penis crimmum exercitur et 
quandam camificis represent are vide- 
tur imaginSin.” 

Cf. vi. 9. 

* St Bernard, ' De ConsideratioDe,' 
iv. 3 : “ Quern tamen (i.c., tho material 
sword) qui tuum negat, non satis 
milii videtur attendere verbum Domini 
dioentis sic : * Converts gladium tuum 
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/ Tllis principle that the two swords belong to the Church is 
of great significance. There is, as far as we have observed, no 
_£xact parallel to these statements of John of Salisbury and 
St Bernard in the earlier literature of the Middle Ages. The 
nearest is to be found in that passage of the ‘ Summa Gloria ’ 
of Honorius of Augsburg which we have discussed in a 
previous chapter c Honorius maintained that Christ estab- 
lished only the “ sacerdotium ” to govern his Church, and not 
the “regnum,” and that until the time of Silvester I. and 
Constantine it was ruled only by the priests, and that Con- 
stantine bestowed upon Silvester the crown of tho kingdom, 
and decreed that no one should receive the Empire without the 
consent of the Pope. Silvester, however, recognising that those 
who rebelled could only be controlled by the material sword, 
joined Cosstantine to himself as a holper, and bestowed upon 
him the material sword for the punishment of evildoers. 1 How 
far the phrases of St Bernard and of John of Salisbury may 
have been related to those of Honorius it is difficult to say : 
they do not, like him, relate the principle, that both swords 
belong to the Church, to the “ Donation of Constantine ” ; St 
Bernard, indeed, relates it directly to our Lord’s saying to 
St Peter, bidding him put up his sword into its sheath. We 
might rather be inclined to think of these words as having 
some connection with those of Peter Damian when he speaks 
of St Peter as holding the laws of both kingdoms, which we 


in vaginam.’ Tuus ergo et ipse, tuo 
forsitan nutu, et si non tua manu 
evaginanduK. Alioquin si nuilo modo 
ad te pertineret ot is, dioentibus apos- 
tolis, 1 Ecce gladii duo hie ’ : non 
respondiaaet Domimia, ‘ Satis est,’ sod 
nimig est. TI torque orgo ecelesise, et 
BpiritsJis soiiioot, gladius, et materials, 
eed is quidem pro ecclesia, ille vero et 
ab ecclesia exerendus est. ' Ille sacer- 
dotis, is militia manu, sed sane ad 
nutum sacerdotis et iussum impera- 
toris." 

Id., * Ep.' 256 : “ Exerendus eat 

nunc uterque gladius in passione 
^Domini, Christo denuo patiente, ubi 


et altera vice passus est. Per quern 
autem nisi per vos T Petri uterque 
est : alter sue nutu, alter sua manu 
quotiens necesse evaginandua. Et 
quidem de quo minus videbatur, da 
jpso ad Petrum dictum est : * Converte 
glmlitm tuum in vaginam.’ Ergo 
suus erat et ille, sed non sua manu 
utique educendus. Temp us et opus 
existimo embos educi in defenaionem 
Orientalis ecclesioi.” 

I owe the reference to these two 
passages to C. C. Webb's edition of 
tbe ‘ Politieraticus,’ voi. ii. p. 22, 
npte 16. 

1 Cf. p. 288 «. 

C 
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have considered earlier. 1 There does not seem, ^however, any 
sufficient ground for suggesting any such relation. 

What importance are we to attach to these statements of 
St Bernard and of John of Salisbury 1 In the case of St 
Bernard the contexts suggest t^at it would be unwise to 
build upon them the conclusion that they have any definite 
general significance. In the ‘ De Considerationo ’ he is urging 
upon Pope Eugenius that the disorder and obstinacy of the 
Boman people would justify him not only in using the 
spiritual sword, but also in causing the material sword to be 
used against them at his command and that of the Emperor. 
In his letter he is urging upon the Pope that he should 
cause the material sword to be drawn in a crusade for the 
defence of the Eastern Church! The statement that both 
swords belong to the Church is no doubt explicit, but it 
would be very unsafe to argue that St Bernard intended to 
set forward a definite thesis of the relation of the Temporal 
power to the Spiritual. 

The case is very different with John of Salisbury. The 
context of his words is the discussion of the difference between 
the tyrant and the true prince, and the fundamental principle 
which he sets out is that the prince governs according to law, 
while the tyrant sets himself above it. z , It is in this con- 
nection that the passage which we are considering occurs, and 
in this chapter and the following John discusses the relation 
of the prince to the law of God and the Church'. He begins 
with the words we have cited, and goes on briefly to describe 
the humility of Constantine at the Council of Nice, how he 
refused to preside, and would not sit even among the presby- 
ters, and received its decisions as proceeding from the Divine 
Majesty. Ho exhorted indeed the members of the Council to 
charity and peace, but declared that it was unlawful for him 
as a man who was subject to the judgment of the priests to 
examine the causes df those who could bo judged by God 
alone. John also cites the excommunication of Theodosius, 
and speaks of him as having been suspended by St Ambrose 
from the use of the “ regalia,” and the “ insignia ” of empire ; 

1 Cl. p. 45. * ‘ Of. vol. iii. p. 137 ft. 



336 


CHTECH AND EMPIRE FBOM 1122 TO 1177. jt’ABT IV. 

and, he concludes, that he who blesses is greater than he who 
is blessed, and that he who has the authority to confer an 
office is greater than ho upon whom it is conferred, and that 
he who can lawfully confer an office can also lawfully take it 
away. Did not Samuel, h# says, on account of Saul’s dis- 
obedience depose him and place the son of Jesse on the 
throne f 1 • 

In a passage in the writings of Hugh of St Victor, we find 
a parallel to these phrases of John of Salisbury. Hugh of 
St Victor speaks of the Spiritual power as instituting the 
Temporal power and as judging it . 2 

It would seem to be correct to say that in the work of 
John of Salisbury, and in that of Honorius of Augsburg, we 
have the ‘first definite statement of the conception that ulti- 
mately all. authority, secular as "itPil as ecclesiastical,' “belongs 
to the Spirituaf'power, while th*e phrases of~St Bernard and 
of Hugh of St Victor would seem, as far as they go, to 
bo related to the same conception. It may reasonably be 
contended that this represents a theoretical development of 
the actual position taken up by Gregory VII. in his con- 
flict with Henry IV. How far there may be any relation 
between this development and the letter of Hadrian IV. to 
the Emperor Frederick Barbarossa, which, as we have seen, 
caused so great a commotion, it is impossible to say. It 
is, however, clear that if Hadrian’s words had been intended 


1 Id. id., iv. 3 : “ Sed et Theodosius 

xnagnus imperat or ob meritam nomm, 
non tamen eotenus gravem, a saeerdoto 
Mediolanensi a regalium usu oi insigni- 
bus imperii suspeasus eat et indictam 
sibi penitentiam homicidii patieuter 
et Bolempniter egit. Profecto, ut 
Doctoris gentium testimonio utar, 
maior eat qui benedicit quam qui 
benedicitur, et penes quetn eat con- 
ferendre dignitatis auctoritas sum, cui 
digmtas ipsa oonfertur, honoris pnvi- 
legio antededit. Porro de rations juris, 
eius cst nolle cuius est veUe, et eius est 
auferre qui de lure eonferre potest. 
Nonne Samuel in Saulem ex causa 

« 


inobedientiaa depositionis sentontiam 
tulit, et ei in regni apicem humilem 
filium Vsai aubrogavit.” 

2 Hugh of St Victor, * De Saora- 
mentis,’ ii. Part. 2, c. 4 : “ Nam epir- 
itualis poteatae, terrenam potestatem 
et initituore habet, ut git, et iudicare 
habet, si bona non fuerit : ipsa vero a 
Deo primum institute est, et cum 
doviat, a polo Deo iudjoari potest, siout 
acriptum est : * Spirituals diiudicat 

omnia et ipse a nemine iudioatur.’ ” (I 
ovse this reference to Gierke, ‘ Political 
Theories of the Middle Ages ’ (trans. 
IJ. W. Maitland).) 


X 
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to express any such principle, it was not onfy at once and 
violently repudiated in Germany, but was expressly disclaimed 
by Hadrian IV. 

There is, however, another aspect of John of Salisbury’s 
attitude to the contemporary puoblems which deserves atten- 
tion. If he condemns with severity the abuses, and what he 
considers to be the unjustifiable pretensibns of the secular 
authorities, he is hardly less frank in his criticisms of the 
abuses of the ecclesiastical order. He has thrown the main 
aspects of these into the form of a conversation between himBelf 
and Pope Hadrian IV., which he says look place at Beneventum. 
In the course of the conversation Hadrian asked him what 
men were thinking about the Pope and the Roman Church. 
John replied that many men complained that the Roman See, 
which was the mother of all churches, behaved like a stop- 
mother rather than a mother. The Roman clergy, like the 
scribes and Pharisees, laid heavy burdens on men’s shoulders, 
which they did not touch with their own fingers. They were 
greedy and avaricious, they sold justice instead of administer- 
ing it froely ; the Pope himself had become intolerably 
burdensome — while the churches and altars were falling into 
ruin he built himself palaces, and w'as clothed in purple and 
gold ; the judgment of God could not fail to overtake the 
rulers of the Church. 

When Hadrian asked him to say what he thought himself, 
he replied that he was in a strait between the danger of 
adulation and of treasonable licence ; but he sheltered himself 
behind a statement of Cardinal Guido Dens, made in the 
presence of Pope Eugenius, that there was in the Roman 
Church a leaven of avarice, which was the root of all evils. 
John was careful to say jthat among the Roman clergy there 
were men of the highest integrity, but he emphatically ex- 
presses the opinion that the complaints of men were not 
unjust. He besought’ the Pope to place in the offices of the 
Roman Church men who were humble and despised vain- 
glory and money, and he aSked why the Pope should himself 
demand gifts and payments from those who were his sons ; 
he suggested that he did titis in order to be able to secure 

VOL. IV. , Y 
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the fidelity of (he Boman people, but this he urged was no 
justification, for justice was not a thing that should be sold 
for a price . 1 


1 John of Salisbury, ‘ Policratious, 

vi. 24 : “ Cum itaque, ut fieri solet 

inter amicos, acepe slper plurimis 

conferremus, ot ipse quid de ecclesia 

Romans sentirent homines a me famili- 

arius et diligentius qiueroret, ego apud 

eum usus spiritus libertatis, mala, 

quo ex diversiu provinciis audieram, 

patienter exposui. Sicut enim diceba- 

tur a roultis, Ronuns ecclesia, qua; 

mater omnium occlouiarum ost, se 

non lam matrom exhibot alii a quam' 

novercam. Sedent in ea ecriboc ot 

Pharieei poneiftes onera imporiubilia in 

humoris hominum qu te digito non 

eontingunt. Dominantur in clero neo 

forma fiunt gregi qui recto callo porgit 

ad vitam, pretiosam suppollectilem 

oongerunt, auro et argento onerant 

mensas, sibi etiam ab avaritia nimis 

parci. Nam pauper aut nullus aut 

raruB admittitur, quern interdum non 

tam Christus quam vana gloria intro- 

ducit. Concutiunt occlosias, iites ex- 
♦* 

oitant, collidunt clerum et populum, 
laboribus et miBeriis afflictorum nequa- 
quam compatiuntur, eocloBiarum letan- 
tur spoliis et quantum omnom reputant 
pietalem. Iustitiam non tarn veritati 
quam pretio reddunt. Omnia namque 
cum pretio hodie ; sod noc eras aliquid 
sine pretio obtinebis. Nocent stepius 
et in eo daemones imitantur quod tunc 
prodeaae putantur cum nocere dcsistunt, 
exceptis paucis qui nomen et oflicium 
past oris implent. Sed et ipse Bomanus 
pout ilex omnibus gravis et fere intolera- 
bilis est,: prseterea omnes argnunt quod, 
ruentibua et collabentibus ecoleaiie quas 
patrum conatruxit devotio, altaribus 
quoque incidtis, palatia extruit et ipse 
non mode purpuratus sed deauratus in 
oedit. Palatia splendent sacerdotum 
et in manibus eorum Chrieti sordid- 


atur Ecclosia. Provinciarum diripiunt 
spolia ao si thesauros Cresi studeant 
reparare. Sod recte cum eis agit 
Altissimus, quoniom et ipsi aliis et seepe 
vilissimis hominibns dati sunt in direp- 
tionem. Et, ut opinor, dum sic in 
invio erraverint, numquam deerit eia 
flagellum Domini. Os siquidem Domini 
locutum oat quia quo iudicio iudica- 
verint, iudicabimtur, et sua mensura 
remetietur eis. Antiquus dierum 
montiri non novit. 

Hfcc inquam, pater, loquitur populuB, 
quandoquidem vis ut illius tibi senten- 
tins proferam. Et tu, inquit, quid 
sentis t Angustice, inquam, aunt 
undique. Vereor enim ne mendacii vel 
adulation i 6 contrabam notam si solus 
populo contradixero ; sin autem, 
reatum vereor maiestatia no tamquam 
qui os meum in celum posuorim, crueem 
videar meruisse. Verumtamen, quia 
Guido Dens sanctse Potentiana? presbiter 
cardinalis populo testimonis perhibet, 
ei UHquequaquo contradicere non prte- 
sumo. Assarit enim in Bomana 
ecclesia quandam dupplieitatis esse 
radicem et fomentum avaritec qtue 
caput et radix est malorum omnium. 
Neque id quidem in angulo sed oonsi- 
dentibus fratribus sancto Eugenio pras- 
sidente, quando adversus innooentiam 
meom Ferentini gratis exoanduerat, 
hoc publics protestatus est. Unum 
tamen audacter consciontia teste pro- 
fiteer quia nusquam honestiores clericos 
vidi quam in ecclesia Bomana aut qui 
magis avaritiam detestentur. Quis 
Bornardi l£edonensis sanctorum Cosxusb 
et Damiani diaooni cardinalis continen- 
tiam, contemptumque pecunisB, non 
miretur ? X on dum natus est a quo 
munus acoeperit. Quod t amen a com- 
TUonione fratrum aincorioro iuro pro 



CHAP.^I.] 


JOHN OF SALISBURY 


339 


Pope Hadrian laughed, and complimentfd him on the 
freedom with which he had spoken, begged him always to 
tell him of any complaints of which he might hear, and 
replied to his statement by relating Menenius Agrippa’s 
story of the stomach and the Ather parts of the body, and 
John professed himself as satisfied . 1 It is noticeable that he 
returns to the last subject in a later book, and attributes 
the difficulties of the Koman See to the necessity of satis- 
fying the greed of the Eoman people . 2 

In other places he denounces with great severity the 
exactions of the bishops and archdeacons and the other 
officials, and not less those of the papal legates, whose con- 


duct he describes as being 
that Satan had gone out from 

veniebat, interdum accipere perauasus 
est. Quis non stupeet opisoopum 
PreBnestinum qui scrupulum conmiontieB 
metuens et a participation© bonorum 
oommunium abstinebat. Plurium tanta 
modestia, tanta gravitas oat ut Fabricio 
non inveniantur inforioroa, quem agnita 
ealutia via modia omnibua antecedunt. 
Quia ©rgo instaa, urges, prsecipis, cum 
certum eit, quod Spiritui sancto 
mentiri non licet, fateor quia quod 
prsecipis faciendum est, etsi non 
nitis omnes operibus imitandi. Nam 
qui a doctrina vestra dissontit aut 
horoticus aut scismaticus est. Sed, Deo 
propitio, sunt qui non omnium vestrum 
opera iznitentur. Paucorum ergo labes 
sinceris maculam et univorsali ecdcsiie 
inf ami am ingerit ; et mea opinione 
ideo frequentius moriuntur ne totam 
oorrumpant Kccleaiam. Sed of boni 
rapiuntur interdum ne malitia immu- 
tentur, et quia Roma corrupta apud 
Deum his repperitur indigna. Tu ergo 
quia id habes officii, quaere et insere 
humilea, vans gloria© et peounise con- 
temptores. Sed timeo ne, dum pejgis 
queerer© quee vis, ab imprudent© amico 
audios qua© non via. Quid est, pater 
quod aliorum disoutia vitam et te ipsJm 


that it might be thought 

the face of the Lord to scourge 

• 

minimo perscrutaris ? Omnes applaud- 
unt tibi, pater omnium vocaris et 
dominua, et capiti tuo infunditur omne 
oleum peccatoria. Si ergo pater ea, 
quaro a filiis munera et retributiones 
expectas ? Si dominus, quare Romanis 
tuis timorem non incutis et temeritate 
repretwa eos ad fidem non revocas ? At 
urbem vis Ecclesice tuis muneribus con- 
servari. Npmquid earn sio Silvester 
muneribus adquisivit ? In invio, pater 
os et non in via. Eisdem est conservanda 
muneribus quibus est adquisita. Quod 
gratis accepisti, gratis dato. Iustitia 
regina virtutum est ot orubescit quovis 
pretio permutari. Si gratiosa futura 
est, sit gratuita. Nequaquam prosti- 
tuatur ad pretium qua) corrumpi non 
pot est ; integra est semper inoorrupta. 
Dum promis alios, et tu gravius oppri- 
meris.” 

» Id. id. id. 

2 Id. id., viii. 23 : “ Si enim 

avariti® %ervit, mors ei est ; sive 
autem, non eff ugiet manus et linguas 
Romanorum. ..... 
Si odit numera, quis befceficia con- 
feret in invitum } Quid largiturus est 
qui non accipit 1 Aut quomodo, si non 
largitur, placabit Romanos T ” 
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the Church . 1 (It is even more significant that in another 
passage he bids the priests not to bo indignant, if he says 
that there were tyrants also among them. Ironically, it 
would seem, he says that he is not referring to the legates 
of the Boman Church, for it dould not be judged by men, and 
it was incredible that the legates should do what was for- 
bidden by the Boman law to the governors of provinces and 
the proconsuls. Who could believe that the Fathers of the 
Church, the judges and lights of the world, lovod gifts, while 
they preached povert y, and acted in such a manner that they 


were a terror to all men, and 

1 Id. id., v. 10 : “ Episcoporum 

nomen et officium vonerahile eal, ni 
tanta imploretur sollioitudine quanta 
interdum potitur ambitiono. 

Et quidem nescio quomodo notam et 
penam omnem evadont qui oxactionom 
et totius calumpniosi quecstuR sibi ad 
minus beseem vindicant. Nara aut 
eoliduin aauozn usurpant eibi, ut 
multum, trientem dumtaxat ardii- 
diaconie et aLiie officialibus (ne dicam 
cum populo minietrie iuiquitatie) 
eedunt. Bed nee legati Sedie apos- 
tolic* manue suae oxuutiunt ab amni 
munere, qui interdum in provinciis ita 
debaccantur ao si ad Ecolesiam flagel- 
landam egress ue sit Satban a facie 
Domini. Concutiunt engulos domus 
ut prosteraant filioe et fiiiae eiue qui 
languores et dolores animarum curavit 
iq cruee. Commovent et conturbant 
terram ut vidoantur habere quod 
sanori oporteat. Hie tamon non de 
omnibus eerzno est, sed de his qui 
Fatria voluntate contempta serviunt 
sun.” 

a Id. id., viii. 17 : “ JJichi vero 

indignari non debent sacerdotes. si et in 
eis fateor inveniri posse tirannoe. . . . 

* *• I* * * * * 

“ Qui veto Bic inhiant lucris ut qu® 
Christi sunt uni versa contempnant, 
etsi nec hereein doceant nee conten- 
♦ionibus Ecclosiom ecindant, noc pas- 


wero beloved by none.® If the 

1 1 oris nec mercennorii digni sunt neo 
lionoro nec nomine. Non loquor de 
legatis. Eccleeiam Bomanam, qua) 
parens auctore Deo et nutricula fidei 
et morum est et non potest ab homine 
iudicari et argui colesti privilegio 
munita, relinquo inLaetam; nec enim 
crodibilo est quod ea committere prai- 
Rumant vel dignentur, qua do iure 
gentilium in prmeidibus provinciarum 
ot proconsulibus, id est legatis Cesaris, 
constat esse illicita. .... 


Quis ergo credot quod patres ecclesia-, 
iudicos orbis et, ut ita dicam, claris- 
sima lumina mundi diligant munera, 
sequantur retributiones, provincias 
concutiant ut excutiant, loculos exi- 
naniant alienos ut Bolident suoa, verbis 
predicant paupertatem et criminibus 
ad divitias properent, bonorum spiritu- 
alium dampuent commercia ut cum 
eiB dumtaxat in talibus contrahere 
liceat, id agentes ut omnibus sint 
terror), amentur e nuilo, quietem 
doceant ut faciant rixus, humilitatem 
indicant et simulent ut vendicent 
fastum, abenam pulsantes et suam 
faventes avaritiam, dictantes largi- 
tatem, tenacitati insistentes ; et, ut 
paicis loci huius amfractus et volu- 
mina spatioaa compleotar, cum sceler- 
atts et flagitiosis onmibus ponentes 
portifnem aut flagitia vendicantes in 
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secular tyrant was under the divine and hnynan law rightly 
destroyed, who could think that the tyrant in the priesthood 
was to be loved and reverenced ? 1 

solidum, ut videatur concilium vani- |Quod si istud videtur acerbum, ilium 
tatis, iniqua gerentium sinagoga, qui non nisi vera loqucbatur et dulcia 
ecclesia malignantium, in quorum in patrocinium advoco beatum Greg- 
manibus iniquitates sunt et dextera orium, qui Scerbiua ista peraequitur, 
eorum repleta est muneribus 1 ” Et, ut cetera tacoam, hoc ipsius omni- 

1 Id. id. id. : “ Si enim tirannus bus notum est, quia scire prselati 

Seoul aris iuro divino et humano peri- debent, quod cum ipsi delinquunt, tot 
mitur, quia tirannum in sacerdotio mortibus digni aunt quot ad aubditoa 
diligendum oenseat aut colendum ? perditionia exempla transmittunt." 
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CHAPTER III. 

GERHOH OF REICHERSBERG. 

The most important, •writer, whose work serves to illustrate 
the contemporary judgment upon the questions raised by the 
renewed conflict between the Temporal and Spiritual powers, 
is Gerhoh ol Reichersberg. 

He was bom in 1093 or 1094, and became Provost, of the 
Collegiate Church of Reichersberg in 1132, and was one of the 
most eminent literary representatives of the reforming party 
among the German clergy, being especially concerned during 
the whole of his life with the question of the strict observance 
of their Rule by the canons of the cathedral and collegiate 
churches. He was a determined supporter of the papal 
cause during the last’stages of the “ investiture ” controversy, 
and took an active part in all the Church affairs of the 
period which followed this down to the time of his death 
in 1169. 

His literary work, so far as we are here concerned with it, 
falls into two groups. The earlier, that is the treatises written 
mainly before the outbreak of the conflict between Frederick 
Barbarossa and Alexander TIL, are interesting especially as 
illustrating the attitude of German Churchmen of his type to 
the Settlement of Worms, and its effect upon the position of 
the German bishops, and also his grave concern with regard to 
the secularising effect of the feudal jurisdictions and feudal 
obligations of the bishops as holding the “ regalia.” The later 
group of treatises were written after the beginning of the 
conflict, and are mainly concerned, with questions arising out 
of this. „ 
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These writings are peculiarly important illustrating the 
judgment of a man who, though he was a strict and severe 
reformer, was no mere partisan, but rather endeavoured to hold 
what he was convinced was a fair and just balance between the 
conflicting claims of the Temporal and Spiritual powers — a 
man who was a determined upholder of the freedom of the 
Church, but also condemned unsparingly* all invasion by the 
Church of what he conceived to be the rights and independence 
of the Empire. It is indeed very noticeable that even in his 
last work, ‘De Quarta Vigilia Hoctis,’ written when he was 
a fugitivo from Reiehersberg, on account of his fidelity to the 
cause of Alexander III., he still gravely and seriously insists 
upon tho principle that each power should recognise and 
respect tho rights of the other . 1 

• 

It is in relation to the first aspect of the principles of 
Gerhoh that we may most conveniently notice the position of 
Arnold of Brescia. It is not within the scope of this work to 
deal with the whole significance of his principles and actions, 
for they have relation to many aspects of mediaeval society. We 
must, content ourselves with the observation of what we may 
reasonably judge to have been his viewB upon the question 
of the tenure by the Church of secular* property and power. 
And, even with regard to this, we have to be very cautious, 
for of writings by himself, if indeed there were such, nothing 
has survived, and the reports of his opinions proceed from 
quarters in the main hostile, and are by no means always 
consistent with each other . 2 

The writers of the time give brief accounts of his opinions. 
Otto of Freising says that he was a violent critic of the 
bishops, an enemy of, the monks, a flatterer only of the 
laity ; and that he maintained that clergy holding property, 
bishops the “regalia,” and monks possessions, could not be 
saved : that all these things belonged to the prince, and should 

1 See later, p. 377. • Taschenbuch, SechRte frolge, Aohter 

9 For the whole position of Arnold Jahrgang,’ to whom I wish to express 
compare especially B, Breyer, ‘ Arnold my great obligations, 
von Brescia,’ in Raumer, * Histprisohes , 
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by him be granted only to the laity. 1 The ‘ BUstoria Pontifi- 
calis ’ is not so precise in its indications, bnt represents him 
as teaching that the Church of the cardinals was not the 
Church of God, and that ho repudiated the Pope, because the 
cardinals and the Pope wore proud, vicious, and violent men.* 
The author of the ‘ Gesta di Federico ’ says that Arnold 
accused almost all \he clergy of the time of being guilty of 
simony, and taught that the people should neither confess to 
them nor receive the sacraments from 1 hem, and attacked the 
Papacy for its avarice and the corruption of its courts. 8 The 


1 Otto of Freising, ‘ Grata Fridi- 
rioi,’ ii. 20 : “ Clerioarum ac episoo- 
pormn derogator, monachorum per- 
secutor, laicig tantuin ndulans. 
Dicebat enim, tiee cleriros proprieta- 
tea, nec episcopos regalia, nec mon- 
arhos possessiones habentes, aliqua 
rations salvari posse cuncta hsec prin- 
cipis esse, ab ciusque beneficentia in 
usum tenturo laicorum cedere epor- 
tere." 

* ‘Historia Pontificalia,’ 31: “ lam 
palam cardinalibus detrahebat, dice ns 
convention eorum ex causa superbic et 
avaricie, ypocrisis et multignodo tur- 
pitudinis, non esse ecclesiam Dei, sed 
dcmniffi negociationia et speluncam 
letronum, qui scribarum et phariee- 
orum vices exercenl in populo ebris- 
tiano. Ipsuni papain non esse, quod 
profit etur, apostolirum virum et ani- 
maruzn pastorem, sed virum Ban- 
gui neuzo, qui incendiis et liomicidiis 
prestat suctoritatem, tortorem eecleai- 
arum, innocentie concussorom, qui 
nichil aliud facit in mundo, quam 
camem pascere of. suos roplere loculos 
et exhaurire alienos. Dicebat quod 
sic epoBtolicuB est, ut non apostolorum 
doctrinam imitetur aut vitam, et idco 
ei obediontiam aut reverentiam non 
deberi. Pretprca, non esse homines 
admittendos, qui sedem imperii fontem 
libertatia Eomau, mundi dominam, 
volebant aubicere servituti.” 


a Geata di Federico I. (ed. Monaci) : 

781. “ Naroque aacerdotes rep ro bos 
Simonisque sequaces 

Eiua qui precio voluit divina 
tonore 

Omnos censebat ; vix paucos 
excipiebat 

Noc debere illis populum delicta 
fateri. 

Set, magis alterutrum, nec eorum 
sumere sacra. 

Enormes penitus monachoa dice- 
bat et ipsos 

Non monachog vero iam nomine 
posse vocari. 

Pontificos rebus magnis inhiare 
caducis 

Et pro terrenia celestia spemere ; 
cauaas 

Nocte, die, precio sumpto, tru- 
tinare forensea 

Officiumque alii postpone™ ponti. 
ficatus. 

Pro quo dampnandos censebat 
morte perhemi ; 

Dnpquoque hominos vitiatoa or- 
dino cunctos 

Firmabat, noo amare Doum nec 
am are propinquum. 

Heu mala Romans prosortim sede 
vigere, 

Juaticie precium jam Rome pre- 
valuisae 

Atque locum juris Rome precium 
' obtinuisae. 



CHAP. A] 


GEKHOH OP EEIjCHEESBEBG. 


345 


author of the poem called “ Ligurinus ” reports that Arnold 
maintained that the clergy should receive the first-fruits and 
the freewill offerings of the people, and the tithes, but con- 
demned the tenure of estates by the monks, and of the 
“ fiscalia iura ” by the pontiffs, and taught that all existing 
property was subject to the prince, and should be granted to 
the laity . 1 * 

Wo may gather from all this that Arnold attacked the 
secularisation of the clergy through their tenure of secular 
forms of property, and desired that the secular authority should 
reclaim these. His position so far would seem to be much 
the same as that of Paschal IJ. and Gerhoh. He went, how- 
ever, further, and maintained apparently that so far as the 
Church was thus secularised it was not the Church at all, and 
that the faithful should withdraw themselves froifi its com- 
munion ; his position was not unlike that of some of the severer 
reformers in the eleventh century, but went beyond the 
authority of the Church. 

It is for this that he is censured by Gerhoh, and Gerhoh 
approves of the condemnation of hiB doctrine, while he was 
gravely concerned that the Roman Church had involved 
itself in responsibility for his death •, ho is evidently sceptical 
with regard to its attempt to evade this . 2 • 

A capita in corpus vitiurn fluxisse 
malignum 

Cunctaque membra sequi precium 
m unusque benignum, 

Omnia cum precio fieri divinaque 
vondi. 

Quod precio careat despecUim 
prorsus haberi.” 

1 Gunther, 'Ligurinus,' iii. 27^: — 

" Nil propmim cleri, fundos, oi pra-dia 
nuilo 

lure eequi monachos, nulli figralia iura 
Pontificum, nulli curat (curiae) popularis 
honorem 

Abbatum sacros referens concedgre 
leges. 

Omnia Principibus terrenie subdita, 
tantuzn * 


Committenda viris popularibus, atque 
regonda. 

Illia primitias, et quse devotio plebia 

Offorat, et docimas castos in corporis 

UbUS, 

Non ad luxuriant, sive obloctaroenta 
camiu 

Concedens, mollesque cibos, cultusque 
nitorcm 

Iliioitosque ioroa, lascivaque gaudia 
cleri, 

Pontiflcun# faetus, Abbatum denique 
laxos 

Dnmnabat penitus mores, roonachosque 
superbos.” t • 

* Gerhoh of Reichorlberg, ‘ De In- 
vestigation© Antichristi,’ i. 40 : “ At 

vero senarii hec mysterialis quantitas 
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The relatioiy of Arnold to the attempt of the people of the 
city of Borne co establish a government independent of the 
Popes we shall have to consider in the next volume in con- 
nection with the development of civic and municipal liberties ; 
while the claim of the citizens of Rome to control the election 
of the Emperor has little significance in the history of 
medifflval political theory. It is worth while to notice, how- 
ever, that in a letter by a certain Wezel to Frederick Bar- 
barossa, in which these claims are set out, the “Donation 
of Constantine ” is contemptuously referred to as an obvious 
fabrication, 1 just as Otto III. in 1001 had spoken of it. 2 


in domo Dei, que est ecclesia, non ad 
hoc profioit, ut domus Dei taliter 
ordinata (i.tn holding ‘regalia,’ &c.) 
domus Dei non sit, nod presides earum 
non sint episeopi, quemadmndum 
quidajn nostro tempore, Arnoldus 
nomine, docmatizare ausus est, plcbes 
a talium episeoporum obedient ia door- 
tans. Pro qua etinm doctrina non 
solum ab occlesia Dei anathemutis 
mucrone seporotus insupor otiam sus- 
pendio neci traditus, quin et post 
mortem incendio crematus atquo in 
Tybrim fluid um proiectus’est, no vide- 
licet Romamis populus, quern sua 
doctrina illexerat, sibi eum martyrem 
dedicaret. Quern ego vellum pro tali 
doctrina aua quamvis prava vel exilio 
vel carcere aut alia pena preter mor- 
tem punitum esse vel aaltim taliter 
occisum, ut Romana ecclesia sou curia 
eius neuis questions careret. Nam si, 
ut aiunt, absque ipsorum scientia ot 
consensu a prefecto Urbis Romse de 
sub eorum custodia, in qua tenebatur, 
ereptua ae pro spociali causa occisus 
ab eius servis est, maximal^ siquidem 
clad cm ex occasions eiusdem doctrines 
idem prefectus a Romanis civibus per- 
pessua fuerat — quare non saltern ab 
occisi crematiope ao submersione eius 
oooisores metuerunt, quatenus a domo 
saeerdotali sanguinis questio remota 
fsset, siout David quondam hones tas 


Abner exequias providit atque ante 
ipsas flevit, ut sanguinam fraudulenter 
efiusum a domo ac throno suo remo- 
veret I Bed de his ipsi vidennt. Nihil 
enim Buper his nostra interest, nisi 
cuperom matri nostre sancte Romance 
ecclesia' id quod bonum, iustum et 
honest um ost. Sane de doctrina et 
noro Arnoldi idcirco inserero prosenti 
loco volui, ne vel doctrino eius prave, 
quo etsi zolo forte bono, sod minori 
scientia prolata est, vel neci eius per- 
poram acto videor assensum prebere.” 

1 ‘ Monuments Corbeionsia,’ 404 : 
" Mondacium vero illud et fabula 
horetica, in qua refertur Constantinum 
Silvestro imperialia symoniaee con- 
cessisse, in Urbe ita detects est, ut 
etiam mercennarii et muliereulaa quos- 
libet etiam doctissimos super boo 
concludant, ot dictus apostolicus cum 
suih cardinalibus in civitato pre pudore 
apparere non audeat.” 

8 M. Q. H., Leg., Sect. IV., Const., 
vol. f. 20 : “ Confusis vero papaticis 
legibus et iam abiecta ecclesia Romana, 
in tantum quidam pontificum irruerunt, 
ut maxinfom partem imperii nostri 
apostolatui suo coniungerent, iam non 
querentes quse et quanta suis culpibus 
peididerunt, non curantes quanta ex 
voluntaria vanitate efiuderunt : sed 
sua propria, utpote ab illis ipsis 
dilapidate, dimittentes, quasi oulpam 
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Gerhoh’s earlier treatises are important, as we have jnst 
said, first as illustrating his attitude to the 1 ' Settlement of 
Worms and its effect upon the Church, but they are also very 
interesting in their relation to the question raised by Paschal 
II. ’s proposal to surrender the* “ regalia ” if the emperor 
would surrender his claim to “investiture.” In the first 
treatise with which we are concerned, written between 1126 
and 1132, he expresses his grave concern with the conditions 
under which the “ regalia ” were granted and hold. He is 
seriously disturbed that bishops, abbots, and abbesses after 
their election should have to go to the royal court to receive 
the “ regalia ” and to do homage or fealty for them. 1 He 
repeats the same complaint in another treatise, written in the 
year 1142-43. He admits, indeed, that there was a papal 
command that the bishops should do “ iustitia ” to the king, but 
he maintains that this did not mean that they were to do 
homage and swear fidelity. 2 The importance of the matter is 
not really confined to the question of doing homage, it is clear 
that what concerns Gerhoh most is the nature of the obligations 
in which the tenure of the “regalia ” involved the bishops, 


suam in imperium nostrum retor- 
quentes, ad aliens, id eat, ad nostra 
ct nostri imperii maxima migravorunt. 
Hec sunt enim comments ab illis ipsis 
invents, quibus Iohannes diaconus 
cognomento Digitorum Mutilus pre- 
ceptum aureis litteris scripsit ot sub 
titulo magni Constantini longi men- 
dacii tempora finxit.” 

The gonuinonets of the documont 
ha e been doubted, but apparently 
on insufficient ground. Cf. Ed. in 
M. O. H. • 

1 Gerhoh of Keiohersberg — ‘ De edi- 
floio Dei,' 12 : “ Sed adhuc area inter 
fines ao tenninos Philistinortjm tonetur, 
dum episcopi, abbates, abbatiss* facta 
electione ad palatium ire compelluntur, 
quatenus a rege nescio qu* regUia 
suscipiant ; de quibus regi vel horaini- 
um vel fidelitatis sacramentum faoitet. 
Adhuc ergo principes consilio salqbriori 


utantur, ut episcopis, abbatibus, ab- 
batissia pleftam libertatem dimittant, 
nec in spiritualibus dignitatibus sanc- 
tam Dei smcleeiam ulterius angariare 
presum ant.” 

* Id., ‘ De Ordine donorum Sanoti 
Spiritus ’ (p. 283) : “ Veruntamen ‘ fex 
oius adhuc non est exinanita bibuntque 
illam focem peccatores terra ’ quasi 
licenter ac libere, quia libenter et 
ultro faciunt hominium et iuromentum 
regibus episcopi quidam non habendo 
pre manibus ullam sedis apostolic* 
sentenfiam specialem tale hominium 
taleque ^sacramentum prohibentem. 
Immo babent qusdam scripts, quibus 
ut aiunt, precipitur a sede apostolica, 
ut episcopi regibus faciant iustioias, 
quas iustioias ita impje atque iuiuste 
interpretantur, ut episoopi regibus 
per hominium et iuramentum sub- 
dantur.” a 
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and especially ±he rendering of feudal military service, and he 
contends vehemently in the treatise first cited that it is wholly 
unlawful for the bishops to use the revenues of the Church in 
maintaining soldiers . 1 This leads him to a discussion of the 
nature of the property of tjhe Church, and of the purposes 
which it was to serve : one part was to maintain the clergy, 
the second to build and repair the churches, the third to 
support widows and others who were in need, and the fourth 
was to go to the bishop to be spent upon the needs of himself 
and his household, and on the strangers and wayfarers to 
whom his doors should always be open . 2 He distinguishes 
three forms of Church property — tithes, estates, and “ regales 
aut publicas functiones.” Hc.is clear that the first and second 


1 Id., * De elificio Dei,' 13 : “ Species, 
ergo Jacob in episcopo exprimatur, ita 
ut, quomodo ille fecit, lihentius fugiat, 
et si necesse fuerit, oxilium patiatur, 
quam indites armatos da pauperum 
stipandiis pasoat et ministros, quos 
Christus in terra habero noluit, ipso 
habeas rognum de hoc mundo asciscat. 
Si regnum Christi de hoc mundo fuisset , 
ministri utique sui docortassent, ut non 
traderetur ludeis. Sed quia regnum 
suum non erat de hoc mundo, non 
habuit in hoc indites imnistratores, 
sod paasus ost cos vestium suarum 
divisores et corporis sui erucifixores. 

Quos etiam usque hodie patitur, 
dum faouVtas ecclesiastics per indites 
distribuitur et s'celosia, qua- corpus 
»ipsius est, non solum corporali egestate 
in viduis, pupillis, peregrinis cctcnsquo 
pauperibus par hoc alHigitur, sod et 
in periectorum mentibus zelu m Dp i 
habentibus zniro modo crucifigitur, non 
tantuzn a militibus corporaliter eum 
nudantibus et davis tribulatiftnun* con- 
fingeutibus, quantum a pontificibus 
ipsum per facultates ecclesiic in manus 
militum traientibus." 

Id. id., 14 : v Quia ergo hane licen- 
tiate, quam iste non habuit, modornis 
episcopis dedit ? Qui non solum vdlaa 
r 


Deo in sacrificium oblatas, sed ipsas 
quoque decimas divino cultui tam 
votcris quam novi testamenti auctori- 
tato sanctificatas sic militibus tradi- 
derunt, quasi fas esse cepit, quod 
beatus Ambrosius fas esse negavit ? 
Ills nofas credidit res pauperum non 
pauperibuB erogare : modemi episcopi 
non hoc uafarium, sed necessarium 
put ant ossa, ut militibus ex lege 
benofleiaria suam de bonis a-cclosiac 
recoenoacant iusticiam, Christi vero 
idcirco negligent iusticiam. quod ius- 
ticia mditum nimis est inolita ; iusticia 
autem Christi nostro tempore vidotur 
insolita. Sic otonim confusa sunt 
regalia et a-cclesiastica, ut iam videre- 
tur episcopus regnum spoliare, si 
a-cclesia? facultates militibus vellet 
denogaro." 

1 Id. id., 17 : “ Debetur enim pars 
una elcricis, altera ecelosiarum odifiea- 
tionibus et reparati onibus, tercia viduis 
ac ceteris in hoc mundo consolationem 
non habentibus, quarta epiecopo, non 
ut inde cum militibus convivetur, 
sod peregrinis et hospitibuB quod 
sib\ suisque cubiculsriis superesse 
potent ita largus dispensator im- 
per'dat, ut omni viator! ostium suum 
pafeat.” 
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cannot be taken from the Church without sacrilege and 
injustice, but as to the third he says that th<# Church is not 
greatly concerned to defend their possession, it would indeed 
be better that the Church should lack them, rather than that 
it should be involved in secular affaire . 1 

Here is a significant conception which may perhaps help to 
throw some light on the motives which may have lain behind 
Paschal II. ’s proposal to surrender the “ regalia.” Gerhoh 
evidently made a very sharp distinction between those forms 
of property which were rightly and inalienably possessed by 
the Church, and those which were at best of doubtful advan- 
tage, might involve the Church in affairs alien to its proper 
functions, and with which it might, dispense. He does not 
indeed dogmatically maintain that they should be given up, 
but he goes very near to this. These duchies, coun^sliips, &c., 
belong to the world, while tithes and other freewill offerings 
belong to God ; and while he does not wish to offend those 
who maintained that it would be sacrilege to take them 
away from the Church when they have once been given to 
it, he affirms that those royal and military functions cannot 
be administered by the bishops without a certain apostasy 
from their order . 8 

1 Id. id., 25 : “ Qua: cum itn so tholonea, nftmeta pertinent ad stecu- 
habeant, patet ®cclosarium facilitates lum. Decim®, primiti® ceterseque 
triforiam esse distinctas ; in dccima- oblationos pertinent ad Deum. 111a 
rum vidolicet oblationos, et agrorum por mundi principes, ista per pon- 
possessiones, neenon regales ac pub- tificea antiquitua tractabantur, ea 
licas functiones. Et de decimis qui- vidolicet cautiono ac distinctione, ut 
dem nulla OHt contradictio, quin uas neque pontifex in his, qu® erant 
laioi possidoant cum sacrilegio. Agros ad sseculum, neque princeps in 
autem semel in usus paupernm ob- his, qu® erant ad Deum prseesset ; 

latos doouit superior assertio ab sod uterque suo iure content us, 

fficclesia sub caritatiB operimento do- modum divinitus ordinatum non 

fendi, ne ab aliquo persaiJutores exoodent. 

iuste poasint auferri. I'ublicas autem 23 

functiones non curat ®cclesia multuro Her. dicqps non illud intendo per- 
defendere ; non curat RaAel vestem suadere, ut episcopus theloneum ac 
auain ad eas togendas extenders, cetera sine dubio ad regem pertinentia 
quoniom apirituales viri malunt earere sic abnuat, ut illis ofiendioulum ponat ; 
talibus, quam ex eorum oooasfcne qui talia semel tqpolesiis donata 

implicari negotiis smcuJaribus.” I quacunque occasione ab illia aufer- 

1 Id. id., 22 : “ Ducatus, comitatbs, entes diount sacrilegium committere, 
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The temper which is illustrated in this treatise is interesting 
and important^ for it shows that there was in the minds of 
some at least a feeling that it might have been better for the 
Church had the proposal of Paschal II. taken effect. Gerhoh 
continued for many years ty) bo gravely occupied with the 
matter, though it would appoar that his judgment fluctuated 
to somo extent from timo to time. 

The treatise written in 1142-43, which we have already 
cited, is in a largo measure occupied with the same subject. 
He begins by remarking that he had been attacked as an 
enemy both of bishops and of kings, because he had main- 
tained that men should render to God what was God’s, and to 
Caesar what was Caesar’s, for neither were content to remain 
within their own limits ; but kings usurped the rights of 
bishops, and the bishops the “ regalia,” which belonged to the 
king. 1 He denounces with great energy those bishops who 
conducted campaigns and spont the substance of the Church on 
military operations ; and he contends that the Church is 
reduced to serve the world when the bishops do homage and 
take the oath of fealty to the king. 8 It would seem, however, 
that he was not at this time prepared to maintain that the 
“ regalia ” should be surrendered, but that they should be 


quoniam tecclesia rom semel acceptam 
et diutina possessions mancipatam non 
potest amittere. Quibus ego ad 
presens non respondeo ; sed illud 
uimpliciter affirmo ; quod sicut laioi 
nullo iusticia: vel falso colore decima- 
rum possessionem aibi poterent licitam 
affirxnare, quoniaro docizna mcclesias- 
tioa res esse non dubitatur, sio iliac 
regales et militares administrationes 
ab episcopis sine certa sui ordinis 
apostasia gubernari non possunt." 

1 Id., ‘ De Ordine donorum Sancti 
Spiritus ’ (p. 274) : “ Ego autem, 

quomodo dixi aliquando qusu Dei sunt 
Deo et qu® cesaris oesari reddenda, 
ita sum notstus tanquam pontificum 
et regum adverBarius, quia neuter 
ordo suo iure suisque terminibus vult 
osse oontentus, dum et reges ponti- 


ficalia et pontiflces usurpant sibi 
regalia atque inter has concertationes 
lidos periclitatur.” 

8 Id. id. (pp. 276, 277) : “ Sed quia 
sunt episcopi, qui exeroitus more ducis 
ducunt, negocia sanguinis traotant et 
agunt in obsidionibus castrorum, in 
vastalionibus hostilium terrorum, cum 
per incondia et rapinas insaniunt 
atque in hit) oxequendis ®cclesiasti- 
cas fa«.ultatos expendunt, salva pace 
religiosorum opiscoporum, qui pau- 
cissimi sunt contra pseudoepiscopoe, 
moveor, . . . Nonne tale quid 

agitur, quando episcopi regibua homi- 
nium facientes et illud Sacramento 
finnantes libertatem ecclesi® com- 
pellunt huio mundo seivire, cum 
pot us reges debeant. scclesi® ser- 
vire.” 
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wisely administered by the bishops . 1 * He gives an account of 
the negotiations between Paschal II. and Henry/V., and reports 
that Paschal had been induced to offer to surrender the 
“regalia,” but he mentions this without signifying any 
approval, and also reports what he understands to have been a 
retractation of the offer.® 

He also in this treatise makes an important statement with 
regard to the provisions of the settlement of Worms, and the 
actual conditions of his own time. He relates that the 
provisions of the settlement that the German bishops were to 
be elected in the presence of the king, and to receive the 
“ regalia ” “ per sceptrum ” had been heard at the Council of 
the Lateran with doubt and indignation, and he expresses his 
joy that the first provision had fallen into disuse, and his hope 
that the evil custom of homage and oath might betabolished . 3 
The treatise concludes with that repudiation of the inter- 
pretation of the Worms agreement, as imposing homage and 
the oath of fealty on the bishopB, which we have already 
cited . 4 


1 Id. id. (pp. 278, 279) i “ Si quid 
enixn de regalibus portinentiis dona- 
turn est ecclesiis a regibus piis et 
catboliois, non licet ab eecclesiis denuo 
abalienari, sod hoc ab ecclesiarum 
roetoribus convenit sapientor dis- 
pensari.” 

* Id. id. (p. 279) : “ Hoc magis ac 
magis considerantibus illud placebit, 
quod super hac ipsa questione beat® 
recordationis papa Paschalis II. con- 
stituit, qui cum ad tempus ad hoo 
fuisset inductua annuendum, ut fac- 
ultates ac digiutatos a re gibus et 
regnis ad ecolesias collatas regibus 
redderontur, et banc ipsam* con- 

cessionem domini pape constituisset 
multis fldelibus displicuisse, ipB© 
postmodum semetipsum cbrrigens in 
audientia publica ooncilii Lateran- 
onsis ab ipso collecti locutus est 
in hunc modum : * Sancta secclSsia 
tribulationibus ac perse cutionibus bon 

decrescere, Bed cresoere conBue\it. 


. . . Habeat orgo sarclosia quo sibi 
Bunt collata et dispenset ea filiis suis, 
prout scit ot vult.’ ” 

’ Id. id. (p. 280) : “ Sicut autem 

accclesia in Bui primordio crescebat et 
confortabatur ambulana in timorem 
Dei, sic et nunc per Dei gratiam 
eoclosia crescente atque confortata ilia 
propter pacem obtinenda extorta con- 
cossio partim est annihilata, quia Deo 
gratia8 absque regia presentia fiunt 
oloctiones episooporum. In proximo 
futurum speramus, ut et illud malum 
de medio fiat, ne pro regalibus, immo 
iam non regalibus, sed ecclesiastiois 
dicendis facultatibus ab episcopis 
hominium fiat vel saoramentum, sed 
sit episccjpis liberum res ecclesiarum 
poBsidere de jure oonoessionia anti- 
quae, sicut mater ecclesiarum Ro- 
mana ecclesia possidet <^use de lure 
oblationis vol tratfijfioms antiques 
tenet.” 

« See p. 347. 
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In another treatise, entitled ‘ De Novitatibus huis Temporis,’ 
•written in 11 51-56, he appears as having moved still further 
from his original judgment. It had been disputed, he says, 
whether the “regalia ” might be taken away from the Church, 
and he seems to contend that this should not be done. He 
admits that this tenure implied obligations which the bishop 
must discharge, a»d that it was therefore legitimate that the 
bishop should take the oath of fidelity to the king, “ salvo sui 
ordinis officio,” and that if the bishop violated this oath he 
might lawfully be deprived both of his spiritual and temporal 
dignity by his spiritual judge, and by the authority from whom 
he held the “regalia.” 1 From another passage in the same 
treatise it is clear that he at this time admitted that among 
these obligations was included the military service of the 
knights, tqj whom the bishops had enfeoffed the lands which 
they held as “regalia.” He only desires that they should 

* III., 4 De Novitalibus huis Tem- necessitate iusiurandum — licet hoc 
peris.’ 12 : “ Do his oiiim (t.e., the ipsum sit a male — interponitur, ut 

Regalia) rum alii oontenJant oeclesiis sibi fidem servent mutuo pontifices et 
eadem occasions talium periclitantibus reges, quomudmodum patriarcha fidelis 
auferenda, alii vero oa semol ecclosiis Abraham contentione orta, pro eadem 
collata in usus esrum tonenda, pos- sopionda ot in posteruro cavenda, 
torior magis placet sontentia, quia sic iuravit regi Abimolec et ille sibi socus 
ipsa regalia bona ecclesUsticis inter- puteum iuramenti. Ergo sicut iUi 
serta sunt, ut vix ab invicem disoorni sibi mutuo iuravorunt, sic adhuc reges 
valeant. . . . Dicis itaque mihi : * Si iurant iusticiam occlosie, cum con- 
non debent eeelesiis auferri ipsa secrantur et coronantur, et episoopi 
regalia, ex quibus episcopi hsbontes quoque regalia tenentes regibus iurant 
ea debont cesari quso ceearis sunt, fidelitatem salvo sui ordinis officio, 
sicut ex ecclesiasticis facultatibus Deo Si ergo fuerit violatum iusiurandi 
qum Dei sunt, quomodo puniri pote- sacrameutum, violator, licet sit abbas 
trunt episcopi vel abbates nolontos aut episcopus, iure utroque spoliatur 

redder© cosari quo ceearis sunt, cum honoro ooram suo iudice sacerdotali 

eadem auferri eis non poterunt, no scilicet et illo quem de regalibus 

sicut oblatio talium in sanctuario fuit hahet,. q Si enim periurus episcopus 

devota, sic ablatio eorum a sanctuario tenens episcopatum, spoliandus regali- 
fiat sacrilega ? ’ Respondeo piano mihi bus exponatur militibus, inde eon- 
placere, ut reddantur quo stint cesaris soquetur c,onfusio magna, qua inva- 
cesari, et que Dei Deo, sed sub ea lesconte minuentur et vastabuntur 
cautela, ut non vastetur ecclesia vel occlesiastica bona, dum nimis incaute 
nudetur saKem< veste alba, si nimis absjrahentur ipsa regalia et ita scin- 
inoaute abstralhtur ei purpura. . . . detur pallium Samuelis, quo scisso 
Veruntamen ut insolentia non crescat suildetur et regnum et periclitabitur 
ultra modum contra imperium, ex sacerdotium." 
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not create new fiefs, and especially that they should not make 
such a use of tithes and freewill offerings. 1 

The change in Gerhoh’s attitude, as represented in these 
two treatises, is clear, but from an examination of his next 
important treatise it becomes evident that his mind was still 
greatly troubled about the whole matter. In the treatise ‘ De 
Investigatione Antiehristi, ’ written in 1161*62, he gives another 
detailed account of the negotiations between Henry V. and 
Paschal EL for the surrender of the “ regalia ” if the emperor 
would surrender the “ investiture.” 2 He seems to represent 
the suggestion as coming from nenry V., but as being made in 
bad faith, for he knew that the German and Galliean bishops 
would not consent to it. 3 Paschal accepted the proposal, but 
it was at once indignantly repudiated by the bishops. It is 
very noteworthy that Gerhoh, in giving an account of what, 
followed, represents Henry’s object in seizing Paschal as being 
to extort either the recognition of the imperial right to 


1 Id. id., 19: “ Nob voro, his malis 
crebreacenlibua, non veraifieando, sad 
orando pulsamus ad oHtium graeiai 
divime, ut Potrua inter hire dormiena 
a Domino oxcitetur, quatenus per 
ilium bene vigilantem aacrilegiis opie- 
coporum simulquo clericoTum oathe- 
dralium de rebus accleaiee militea sibi 
multiplioantium raeionabilitor obvi- 
otur, ita ut contenti sint episcupi 
de aolia regalibua antiquit us infeudatos 
militea at principoa conaervare in 
defensionom ecclesiai qualemeuuque, 
deainantque novoa de novia bnneficiis 
multiplicare, maxima do decimia ac 
ceteris oblationibus eccleaiastico iusau 
coliatis, ut fiat eeeundem 'jerbum 
Chriati dicentia : ' Koddito quo aunt 

ose saris cassari, et qua aunt Dei Deo,' 
dum et Christo aervitur «de decimis 
et liberis oblationibus fidelium, et 
regi aive et imperatori de legalibua 
et imperialibus obaequium pejsol- 
vitur in couailiis bonis et qpm- 
petentibus auxiliis eooleai® 8imu\ et 
regno utilibus atque ante omnia 

VOL. IV. 


honor! et timori divino competen- 
tibua.” 

* Id., ‘ De InveBtigatione Antiehristi,’ 
24 : “ Dumque ad eum (Henry V.) Paa- 
calia papa patema monita dirigeret, 
quibua eum ad viam revoeabat, qua- 
tonus iuaticia regni sui contentus 
pontificalia sibi non usurparet, eeclesie 
Doi, matri videlicet sutc, honorem 
deferret, libertatem eiua, quam in 
eligondis sacerdotibua habere deberet, 
non temeraret., bona verba et que 
rationabilia videri poterant reddidit, 
niai sub lingua eiua labor et dolor 
latuiasent. Dixit naxnque et aoripait 
ad electionis episcopal ia concedendam 
libertatem, od inveatituraa etiam 
reaignandaa, od docimaa quoquo re- 
mittendas eccleaiia paratum se ease, 
aiquidem* domnua apoatolicua omnia 
regalia, videlioet duoatue, marohias, 
oomitatua, hominia cum benafioiia, 
monetae, teloneaa,- •muAitionea per 
universum regnum impeno reddere 
voluigaet.” 

* Id. id. id. 

Z 



354, CHUBCH AND EMPIRE PEOM 1122 TO 1177. [p^BT IV. 

“ investiture, ” or the cession of the “ regalia,” and he represents 
Paschal as havAig conceded the latter point . 1 He represents 
Henry V. as continuing, after Paschal II. ’s death, to maintain 
the same position — namely, that either the Church should 
surrender the “regalia,” or thp emperor should retain the right 
of appointing the bishops . 2 

Gerholi puts together an interesting summary of the 
arguments which were used or, as ho says, might have been 
used on eithor side. The ecclesiastical party argued that it 
was right and proper that the Church should enjoy the wealth 
and dignity conferred by the “ regalia ” ; the imperial party 
recognised that tithes and freewill offerings rightly belonged 
to the Church, and involved no obligation of service to the 
omperor, but contended that 'the case of the “ regalia ” was 
quite different. If the Church was to hold these, the bishops 
must render to the emperor homage and service, and if it was 
not lawful for the clergy to take* part, in secular and military 
matters, the remedy was obvious — namely, that they should 
surrender the “ regalia ” which involved them in such obliga- 
tions. If the bishops said that they could render these services 
to the emperor, and also carry out their spiritual duties, the 
imperialists contended that it was then right that the emperor 
should have the first»place in their appointment, for it was not 
reasonable that any one should be made a prince of the king- 
dom except by the emperor with the advice of the other 
princes . 3 The emperor then was determined not to grant 

1 Id. id., 23 : “ Ea sane intentions caplivo dorotur, nullas vires babi- 
a roge ducebatur captivua, quatonus turum.” 

eaptivifatis frona bcnedictioneru ei un- ‘ Id. id., 27 : “ E contra vero im- 
perial <\m extorqueret sicque unn cum perator obsistebat dicens : aut voile so 
benedictions vel investitures episcopa- omnia regalia ad imperium retrahere, 
turn obtineret vel regalia omnia ad aut iq episcopis constituendis consue- 
lmperium retraheret. . . tudinem antiquam retinere. Quod si 

Et obtmuerat quidem in ipsis tontoriis placeret tecclesiae libera episcopos eli- 
pnvilegium de retrahendis* omnibus gendi fam^taa, imperio que sua sunt 
regalibus ad imperium, quw voluit ab rodderent et sic libera electione poti- 
ipso, quem mirantibus seoulis et in- rentur.” 

dignant ibus 1 eecum ducebat, papa, * Id. id. id. : “ Igitur, aiunt, sieut 
quasi suum cdptivum, ipso nimirum in premissis voters inrt rumen ti pre- 
domno papa optime callido ac sciente fuVit imaginibus indeoens vidori non 
privilegium, quod in tentoriis a debet, immo vero dignum et iustum 
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the Church the right of free election, and the biBhops were 
equally determined not to surrender the “regalia,” but were 
ready to discharge their customary services to the emperor . 1 

Gerhoh says that it was not for him to judge the actions of 
the bishops, and to determine Jiow far the homage and oath 
of fidelity to the king involved them in those secular cares 
which St Paul condemns ; they may irffieed, he says, even 
though they are thus hampered, find some leisure for prayer 
and study, and thus in spite of their obligations may be almost 
free. God will judge how far the possession of the “ regalia ” 


sanctam eeelosiaro pro consolations 
lnboris ignominiarumque preteritarum 
non solum sumptibus ndiuvari ueces- 
sariis, sed rogalibus quoque insuper 
honoribus atquo divitiis honorumquo 
insignibus decorari. Hoc etsi tunc 
temporis omnia forte ab npiscopis 
aliisque ex cloro in defonsionem jpocle- 
siaeticK' sublimitatis (dicta) non sunt, 
tamen secundum sciipturiB saactse 
auctoritatom dici potuerunt. At vero, 
qui pro parte erant regia sufficoro aie- 
bant ecclesiis dobera docimus et obla- 
tiones liberas, id OBt nullo rogali vel 
imperiali sorvitio obnoxias. Eas voro, 
quo Hie ecclesiis ab imporatoribus col- 
late sint, ut rogibus ab episcopis 
easdem possidentibus famulatus debe- 
atur, oportere aut imperio rostitui aut 
ab eorum posaessoribus episcopis oon- 
sueta hominia ac servitia regibus ex- 
hiberi, maxime precipionte hoc Domi- 
no ac dicente : ‘ Beddite qua sunt 

cesaris oesari et que Bunt Dei Deo.’ 
Bum vero et apostolus Paulus, in quo 
Christus loquebatur, dicat: Nemo 
militans Deo implicat se negotiis secu- 
laribus, ut ei placeat oui se probant,’ 
satis, inquiunt, apparet sa^rdotes regi- 
bus se per hominia obligantes Deo pro 
sui officii gradu sufficienter placere 
non posse, unde ut oi placeant, qpi se 
probaverunt, miliciam et cetera* pro 
quibus hominia regibus dobentur.ycg- 
no libera relinquant, et ipsi ^vacant 


orationibus ovibusquo Cliristi pas- 
cendis invigilent, ad quod instituti 
sunt. ...... 

‘ Aut si episcopi ’ aiun^ ‘ retentis regali- 
bus Deo simul et imperio militare 
satagunt seque ad utrumque posse 
sufficere arbitrantur, oportet,’ aiunt, 
* imperatores in ipsis quoque episoopis 
ordinandis ac subetituendis primum 
habero locum. Non enim.’ aiunt, 
4 imperio condteot. ut aliquis in prin- 
cipom rogni nisi ab ipso imperatore 
ex consilio ahorum principum assu- 
matui 

Hec et fcis similia, quo in ilia con- 
tentione huic iude ad alterius utriusque 
partiB confirmationem vel infirma- 
tionem dicta sunt vel dici potuerunt, 
longum esset relexere vel que njneii 
medii tulerunt ac letulerunt.” 

1 Id. i 1. id. : “ Hoc ad preseas 

negotium scire satis oat, imporatorem 
tunc temporis obduraese cor scum, ns 
dimitteret eenoleeiis electiones liberas, 
epi-copos quoque faoiem suam obfir- 
masse, ne imperio regalia remitterent. 

Fro ipsis sane regalibus imperio fate- 
bantur consueta se debita recogooscere 
regiquo servire ad defensionem coronas 
suss paratos esse, quantum cum in- 
tegritate et observ^tiode sui officii 
possibile foret, sicque se oeaari red- 
dituros esse que cesaris sunt et Deo 
que Dei suut." 
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helps or hinders the Church. May He at last give his Church 
that liberty whidii beseems it . 1 

A little further on in the same treatise Gerhoh comes back 
again t.o the subject under somewhat different terms. The 
possession of the “ regalia,” he evidently felt, involved a grave 
danger of confusion between tlie functions of the Temporal and 
Spiritual powers, a»d he emphatically asserts the distinction 
between them, under the terms of the two swords. The Lord 
himself in the Gospel had distinguished the two powers ; when 
in answer to his disciples, who said, “ Behold there are hero 
two swords,” he replied, “ It is enough.” But now, Gerhoh 
says, we have a third power which is compounded of both ; and 
he finds a telling illustration of this in the fact that at times 
not only the Cross, which was the emblem of the episcopal 
office and o£i Christian humility, was borne before the bishop, 
but also the standard of a duke, which the king had conferred 
upon him as the symbol of authority to punish criminals. 
This seems to Gerhoh monstrous and irrational ; the Jewfeh 
priesthood was indeed permitted to uso the temporal sword. 
but Christian priests are not allowed to do this . 2 If, he says, 


1 Id. id. id. : “ TJtniro n a m vero per 
hominia et iuramenta regibus obligari 
id secularibus implicari sit negotiis, 
quod in epoatoli Pauli verbis repre- 
hensions in saoerdotibus est, ipsi Domini 
saeerdotes et episoopi viderint, de 
quorum factis iudieare supra nos est. 
Possunt autem etiam sio implicati non- 
nunquam tempus ad vacandum ora- 
tionibus et lectionibus peouniis redi- 
mere, ut quamvis implicati fere liberi 
sint. Utrum vero etiam talis impli- 
catio et regalia on possessio »c pro jpsis 
regalia aervitii obligatio eiusdom ser- 
vitii redditio vel redemptio eceiesiam 
Dei plus levet an gravet, flominus 
viderit et tandem eBcclesis bus sane tie 
congruam libertatem provideat.” 

1 Id. id., 3fe : •'Regalia vero laboris 
at ourarum temporalium plena sunt, 
que requiem spiritualem viz aut nul- 
latenus admittunt. Unde et curia 


rogum a curia vel a cruore dioti sunt. . 

Dominus quoquo in ovaDgelio easdem 
ab alterutrum potestates distinguens 
diceutibus discipulis : ‘ Eero gladii duo 
hie,’ rospondit : ‘ Satis est.’ In harum 
siquidem figurum etiam in prinoipio duo 
magna luminaria condidit : * Luminare 
maius ut preesset diei, luminare minus 
ut preessot nocti.’ .... 
At nunc videmus quiddam tercium ox 
duarum potestatum permiztione con- 
fectura, dum quibusdam episoopis soli o 
iudioii residentibus crux dominica, 
pontifloatus vel ohristianffi humilitatie 
insigna, ac rimul vexillum duois vide- 
licet ad vindiotam malefaotorum a rege 
misu signum preferuntur. Quod mihi 
pro mea estimatione monatruosum po- 
tius '/idetur, quam, ut putens, rations 
sub’dxum posse demonstrari. 

Nam antea Domini saoerdotibus in 
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it was urged that the pious liberality of kings had endowed 
the bishops with the revenues of duchies 6r other similar 
offices, and had given them the authority of the administration 
of justice which belonged to those, and that it was therefore 
right that the symbols of this < authority should be carried 
before the bishops, he would reply that, while he praised the 
kings for their liberality, it would have been in his judgment 
better that they should have kept for themselves the authority 
of administering justice, while thoy bestowed upon the bishops 
the revenues. 1 He contrasts what he conceived to be the 
wise arrangement in Rome with the deplorable custom in 
the kingdoms of the “ Franks.” In Rome, ho says, the prefect 
of the city received from the Pope his authority for dealing 
with civil cases, but his criminal jurisdiction from the emperor, 
while in these kingdoms the bishops appointed«their repre- 
sentatives ( vicarias potestates), who administered both civil 
and criminal jurisdiction, and thus made themselves reBpon- 


gladio perrutere licitum fuorat, quando 
adhuc gens ilia Iudaica, volut arbor, ex 
qua fructus vitaa sperabatur, a genti- 
bua inimiois defennanda fuorat. At 
nunc, ox quo fructum vitto ex oadom 
gonte Ieaum Christum in came veni- 
entem euacepimua, eacerdotibus Christi 
in gladio pereutere licitum non est. 
Quod et signanter Dominus expresait : 
‘ Sinite,’ inquiens, ‘ usque hue.’ Quasi 
dixiaset, * usque hue ’ sacerdotibus 
Domini gladio materiali pugnare licuit , 
at nunc ‘ sinite,’ morem ilium pugnandi 
mundo relinquite : vos pro me in 
gladio tantum oris et lingue pug- 
nate.” 

1 Id. id., 38 : “ Sed dicitwr mihi, 

quoniam ex pietatis consilio placuit 
regibus, quatinus iuterdum ex ducatus 
vol marchite aut comitaftis reditibus 
episoopatum instituerent vel ampliarent 
iam diotia potestatibus in dioionom et 
ins episcopate translate, ita ut episoopi 
poteetatem habeant per minoreft sub 
se et a se ordinatas potestates ipsa- 
rum, qua* diximua, potestatuqi trao- 


taro iudicia ac perindo ad huiuB 
rci conservandam noticiam, aiunt, 
presto osse oportere coram episcopo 
iudicia sinodalia tractante utriusque 
potestatia insignia. At ego existi- 
maverim ^nelius et rectius horum 
memoriam in instrumentis ac scriniis 
conservandam et ad postoritatis noti- 
ciam tranamittondam, quom ut in 
unurn personam potestates tam oppo- 
aitaa conveniase insignia tam contraria 
non sine acandalo intueutium loquer- 
entur maxime in sinodo, qua ad ecclesi- 
asticas causas tractandas convooata est. 
Addo etiam laudandos osse reges pro 
taute pietatis gratia, qua tali ter ec- 
clesiam Dei sublimare illis oomplaouit, 
sed maiori eos laude et coram Dei 
remuneiytiono amplioro dignos puta- 
verint. si quemadmodum recto obtule- 
runt, ita etiam recto diviaissent, retenta 
nimirum sibi vindictarum, que san- 
guinis effuaionem p^cunt, potestate, 
quando eis do impendiis ducatus vel 
comitatus eocleaias quasdam f undare 
vel ampliare pie oomplaouit.” m 
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Bible for the shedding of blood, a thing unlawful for the 
clergy . 1 There twere some, he continues, who argued that 
this was after all the same thing as was done when the 
priests appointed kings, but he repudiates this conception 
with great energy, and in terms which are very significant. 
Bishops, he says, do not create or appoint kings, but only bestow 
upon them their blesraing, and place the crown upon the heads of 
those who have been created by the election of the princes and 
the peoples, or succeed by hereditary right. Kings are not 
created by the priestly benediction, but, according to the divine 
ordinance, are created by human election and acclamation.® 

1 Jd. id., 37 : " Huius namque divi- , effundondi legitime capos non est, nam 
•ionis laudande f orman eumere a sancta et sanguine rospersa reproba ad eadem 
Romano ecology in promptu est. celestia sacrament a conficienda efficitur, 
Siquidem et ipsam multa et magna dicente Domino ad David : ‘Nonedifi- 
regalia ex donation© regum poesidero cabin milii domum, quia vir bollator es 
manifeetmn eat. Ibi etenim prefectus ot pluriinum sanguinum effudisti , * 
XJrbis occepta a Romano pontifice super apostolo qu oqu3 porcussorom episcopuxn 
causae civilos iudicandi potestato simul reprobante. Sed et canones sacri eum 
cum beneficio vel Btipendio oidem qui militavcrit vel postulavorit aut 
poteetati pertinent©, vindictarum, quo minister sanguinis eflusi extiterit a 
sanguinis dumtaxat eff uaionom poeeunt, eacerdotio repellent.** 
faciendarum potestatem ab imperatoro Cf. Gerhoh, 1 Comm, in PsoLmum,’ 
per gladium evaginatum aocipit, quod lxiv. (p. 440). 

suumestutriquepotestatiredognoscens. 2 Id. id., 38: "Sed uec illud ad 
At in regnifl Krancorum, ubi hac die* excusationem huius faeti proficit, quod 
tmetione non servata episcopus a rege dicunt aliqui : sic a sacerdote poaBO 
per sceptruxn regalibus acceptis ipse con- minorexn potestatem legitime ordinari. 
tinuo sub bo vioanas potentates ordinal, qua? in vita tt sanguine p uniat 
quo mox ordinal e indiff ©renter iudioia nocentea, sicut regey quoque a saoer* 
otiam sanguinis tract ant exorcentque dotibus ordinantur et novi milites non 
vindiotas. Videant ipsi lam dicti sine sacerdotali benediction© ense pre- 
vic&rii, a quo potestatem vindictas cinguntur, nec tamen «angni« a rege 
in sanguine faciendi acceperint. Nam vel militibus effusua sacerdotibus im- 
si eas a semetipsis asurpant rei putatur. Roc inquazn, ad tumnArr 
sanguinis otiam noxioruxn effusi efiioi* non facij. Nam nequo episcopi reges 
entur. Si vero eiusmodi potestatem c reant vel ordinant, sed prinoipum ac 
a dommis suis episcopi s se -iixerint populi elections et aoolamatione oraatis 
accepisae, sciant idem gra^em se aut ex» genare prodeuntibua episcopi 
d omini e suis episcopi g inf rare calump* ben ©dicunt et cum bene die tj one opto* 
niam, quos vel noxioruzn sanguinis effusi nam oapitibus eorum imponant. , , 

auctorea suo ‘ arBitraiu constituunt. . a 

Epiacopalia namque vel sacerdotalis Undetet apostolus reges et duoes non 
manua diviniadmis sacramentis confi- Dei tjehdeorum — quod intelligi posset 
etandis sanotifioata potestatis sanguinis saoerdotum— sed hominum oreaturam 
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Gerhoh indeed repudiates what he represents as the doctrine 
of Arnold of Brescia, that a Church which h^d thus involved 
itself in secular matters had ceased to be the Church of God, 
though he was evidently gravely concerned about the share 
of the Boman Church in the execution of Arnold which 
he strongly condemns. He cdhcludes the discussion of the 
subject by saying that he does not condeyw the possession of 
the “ regalia ” by the prelates of the Church, if they used them 
lawfully and modestly ; but when the clergy or bishops abandon 
their proper work, and immerse themselvcB in secular affairs, 
when they use the temporal sword to avenge themselves upon 
those whom they consider to be their enemies, when they use 
the tithes and oblations of the faithful to arm themselves with 
chariots and horses, it is as thohgh they set up the abomination 
of desolation in the sacred place, for such aotionsjjelong not to 
the likeness of Christ, but to that of antichrist . 1 


appellat dicens • ‘ S.ibiocti ostoi i orani 
human® creature propter Deura.’ Nani 
quod creaturam appellat humanam 
evidonter expressit contiruo subiun- 
gens : ‘ Sive regi quasi precollonti sive 
duoi bus tamquam ab eo missis ad 
vindictam malefactorum, laudom voro 
bononim.’ Ex quibus verbis apparet, 
reges ae duces per sacardotum bene- 
dictionem non creari. sed ex divina 
ordinatione per humanam eloctionem 
et acclamationem Croatia, ut predictum 
est, sacerdotes Domini benedicunt, ut 
offlcium, ad quod divina ordinatione 
asaumpti sunt, aaeerdotali bonedic- 
tione prosequente congruentius exe- 
quantu r.” 

1 Id. id., 40 : “ At vero sonani her 
mysterialis quantitae in d<yno Dei, 
que est eoclosio, non ad hoc proficit, 
ut domus Dei taliter ordinata dorrms 
Dei non sit, aed presides earum non 
aint epiecopi, quemadmodum quidam 
nostro tempore, Amoldus nomine, 
docmatizare ausus est, plebes a talium 
episooporum obedientia deortane Fro 
qua etiam doctrina non sqlu^a ab 

eedesia Dei anathamatis muorone 

« 


separafus insupor etiam euspendio 
noci traditus, quin et post mortem 
incendio •crematus atque in Tybrim 
fluvium proiectus est, ne videlicet 
Romsnus populus, quern sua doctrina 
illoxerat, sibi eum martyrem dedi- 
raret. Quern ego vellem pro tali 
doctrina sua quamvis prava vel exilio 
vel carcero aut alia pona preter 
mortem punitum esse vel saltim 
taliter occisum, ut Rom me ecclesia 
sou curia eius nocis quostione careret. 
Nam si, nt aiunt, absque ipsorum 
scientia ot consensu a prefeoto urbis 
Rom® do sub eorum custodia, in qua 
tenebatur, ereptus ac pro special! 
causa occisus ab eius sends est, 
maximam siquidem cladem ex occa- 
sions eiusdem doctrin® idem pre- 
fectus a Romanis civibus perpessus 
fuerat — quare non saltim ab oocisi 
crematSono ac submersions eius oc- 
cisores metuerent, quatenus a demo 
sacerdotali sanguinis questio remotus 
esset, sicut David equoadam honestas 
Abner exequies pr&vidit atque ante 
ipsas flevit, ut sanguinem fraudulenter 
eSusum a domo ao throno suo re- 
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We have dealt with the question of Gerhoh’e attitude to the 
tenure of the “ ifgalia ” by the bishops at some length, for it 
throws a good deal of light on the significance of Paschal’s 
proposal to surrender them. It is clear that there were at 
least some among the eminent members of the reforming 
party who felt that the tenufe of these political authorities 
did involve the Church in great difficulties, did tend to 
secularise it, and to divert the bishops and clergy from their 
proper functions. Gerhoh was evidently greatly troubled and 
perplexed : in his earlier days he had evidently been inclined 
to think that the “ regalia ” might with advantage be sur- 
rendered, in his later writings he seems to think on the 
whole that they should be retained ; but ho felt acutely the 
dangers which resulted from them — the danger of the secu- 
larisation of* the Church, and, as we have just seen, the 
danger of a confusion between the functions proper respectively 
to the Spiritual and the Temporal powers. He had been a 
convinced and zealous defender of the papal position in the 
“ investiture ” controversy, of the principle of the independence 
of the Spiritual power, but ho was clear about the intrinsic 
distinction between the two powers : we have seen how sharply 
he distinguishes between the “ Two Swords.” 


moveret. Bed de his ipai vidorint. 
Nihil enim super his nostra inter- 
est, nisi cuperom matri nostre Bancto 
Romance tecclesitc id quod bonum, 
iustum et iioneetum est. Bane de 
dootrina et nece Araoldi idcirco in- 
aerere present i loco volui, no vol 
dootrihffl eius pravsp, quo etei zelo 
forte bono, sed minori soientia pro- 
late est, vel neci eius perperam acte 
videam aseensum pro here. 

Non enim condempno ecclesiam Doi 
vel eeclesiarum presides regalia pos- 
sidentea et eis licite ac id odes te 
utentee, licet laboriosas eorum curaa 
et occupationes moleetas aexagenarie 
illi doxnua Dei oefaitudini assimilare 
mihi visum est. Quod vero plerique 
aaoerdotes vel epuooji to to Be studio 
eecularibua negotiis vel actibus im- 


pendunt, obliti quo sacerdotii sunt, 
quod deposito gladio spirituali pro- 
priau gladio materiali ultum iri parent 
iniurias, quod vindicantes so lesionos 
in corporibus aut rebus eis quos 
inimioos existimant prefer legitimas 
potestates machinantur, quod currus 
sibi ot equitea ox decimis aliisquo 
fidelium oblationibus multiplicant, ut 
terribilioros adversariis sint, quodque 
equitatu^ numero sublevati populum 
secularitcr vivendo in Egyptum re- 
ducunt ; hie et cetera his similia 
vol detariorar ad desolationis abom- 
inationem in loco sancto stantem 
pertinere non dubitem. Quanto enim 
ChriBtj patientiaa et mansuetudini 
dissimilia sunt, tanto ad similitudinem 
Antic vristi aocedunt." 
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We have thus arrived at a point where we find a natural 
transition to the second important aspect of Gdrhoh’s position, 
that which is concerned with the relation of the Temporal 
and Spiritual powers. His conceptions on this matter were 
developed mainly with reference to the violent confl ict between 
Frederick Barbarossa and the Papacy which began with the 
election of Pope Alexander III. Before entering upon this we 
must, however, briefly notice some observations of Gerhoh in 
an earlier treatise. In his commentary on Psalm lxiv., which 
is attributed to the year 1151, he affirms that the Popes had 
both excommunicated and deposed certain kings or princes 
on account of their incapacity or wickedness, and had created 
others in their place, that they might with the sword attack 
those who were enemies of the Church and kingdom ; but 
he warns the officers of the Church that they mute be careful 
lest they should make t hemselves responsible for the death of 
their enemies. 1 He denounces those bishops who confounded 
in their own persons the dignities of the episcopal office and of 
the count, and made wars, and caused the slaughter even of 
innocent persons, and he expresses his earnest longing that 
spiritual matters should be dealt with by spiritual persons, 
and secular by secular, and thal the proper limits of each 
authority should be maintained. 2 Gerhoh clearly does not 


1 Id., ‘ Comm, on Vs. lxiv.’ (p. 
464) : “ Sic onim legimus a ponti- 

ficibus Romanis quosdam regum seu 
principum pro inutilitate vel nequicia 
aua excommunicatoa et destitutes, 
alioaque pro illis constitutes, ut hi 
quoa provexerunt non solum ex 
instituto, aed etiam ex precepto 
eorum gladio vindice persequerentur 
hoates ecclesias vel regni. Sene in 
talibua bellis movendia pro defenaione 
patrin aeu roeolesia?, sacerdotali 
quoque tuba oum prinoifjia edicto 
conaonante, aio se lingua saoerdotadia 
debet cohibere, ne se videantur mor- 
tibus etiam hostium commiscere.” * 

1 Id. id. (p. 464 ) : “ Audiant Aao 
epiacopi, qoi ultra et contra iuatttiAm 
plerumque bella movent, gw errs) ex- 


citant et plerumque innocentea etiam 
personas truncari et morte tenua male 
tractari precipiunt officiumque militia 
et aacerdotin in una peraona con- 
fundunt, comitia et pontifiois digni- 
tatem simul administrant, host i bus 
non tyranizantibuB, verum ea quse 
paoia et gratise sunt humiliter queren- 
tibus, gladios intentant et eos occidi 
vel truncari prooipiunt : quos utinam 
vivoa capi prociperent et a mortibua 
eorum sitji oaverent. Qui si oapi ee 
non permittentes a militibus epis- 
coporum oociderentur, qualicumqus 
pallio exeusationis vereounda patrum 
tegerentur, ne homioyl® viderentur. 
Nuno autem, quia episoopi qui dam 
aio tyrannizant, nt etiam innocentea 
personae et spiritalee militum suoruip 
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intend to condemn the excommunication and deposition of 
kings or princeh who were enemies of the Church ; a little 
further on he clearly states that in his judgment this was 
justifiable and right . 1 He even suggests a principle which 
found a very important development in the claim of Innoeent 
in. to intervene in the international relations of various 
countries, with wMeh we shall doal in the next volume. He 
suggests that both in the internal disputes of any one 
country, and in quarrels between different countries, it is right 
that the Church should declare which was the just cause, and 
should support the defenders of this with its ministrations ; and 
he mentions with approbation the fact that when recently the 
King of Hungary had meditated making war upon the Greeks, 
he had first held a council with his bishopB, and when they 
declared thtt it was Hungary which had broken the treaty of 
peace, he desisted from his purpose. He urges that if the 
bishops of tho Church were to decide upon the justice or 
injustice of the disputes which produced wars, and especially if 
their judgment was confirmed by tho Pope, no king would be 
able to resist, for the Pope is set over the kingdoms, and has 
power to set up and to put down . 2 


gladiis interdum exponadt, esurimus 
et sitimuB hano iustitiam, ut iudicia 
et negocia Bpiritalia per spiritales et 
eecularia per eecularea ita peragantur, 
ne termini a patribus constitute negli- 
gantur.” 

1 Id. id. (p. 462) : “ Ea videlicet 

oa^tione servata in castris Domini, ut 
dericus vel etiam episcopus non rocte 
docena deponeretur et episcopatum 
eine aceiporet alius ; atque miles vel 
etiam princeps rocta> doolrinm in- 
obediene et acquieecere nolens ut 
Baul, anathematis iaculo percutere- 
tur aliusque iUi subrogarctur ut 
David.” 

Id. id. (p. 467) : “ Notandum, quod 
subvert endum jfrophetat solium reg- 
norum, priusquam substituat ducem 
eibi dileotum et electum. Eodem 
njodo, si quis rex aut princeps imperio 


sacerdotali quasi per Samuelem com* 
monitus ferire impios, vastare Amale- 
chitaa, porcutere A gag regom populo 
iBrael inimicum, talibus contra man- 
datum saoerdotale pepereerit, aut, 
quod peius est, inimicos Dei fovore 
atqun omicos Dei peraequi ausus fuerit, 
iure hie talis potestate qute male utitur, 
privatur, ita ut regnum ab eo sem- 
datur : maxime si et ipse scindero 
audet pallium sacerdotale vel pro- 
phetalr, minuendo ius et docus 
wcclesiee.” 

’ Id. id. (p. 462) : “ Demque in 

o mnf militum vel civium gwerra et 
discordia vel pars altera iuata et altera 
iniusta, vel utraque invenitur ini us ta. 
Cuius rei veritatem patefaoere debet 
sactirdotalis dootrina, sine cuius cen- 
trum "nulla bella sunt movenda. Sie 
ergo ( mamfestata iustioia, pars iusta 
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It seems to be clear that at that time Gerhoh was prepared 
to accept the general principles of what w# may call the 
Hildebrandine position with regard to the authority of the 
Popes in deposing impious and excommunicated rulers : he 
does not indeed directly mention Hildebrand or Henry IV., 


sacerdotalibus tubis animanda, et etiam 
communions dominici corporis ante 
bellum et ad bellum roboranda est ; 
quia panis iste cor hominis confirmat, 
quando pro defeneione iusticias vel 
tscclesim aliquis ad pugnam se pre- 
parat ; cui pars iniqua reeistens et 
pacto iustitiec pacis acquiescere nolens, 
onathematizanda et etiam nogata sibi 
sepulture Christiana humilianda est. 
Nunc autem civitate contra civitatem, 
regno adversus regnum, princips ad- 
versus principem non iusta bella 
moventibus, ambabus parti bus absque 
cunctatione seu causarum ventilatione 
datur corpus Domini, tanquam divisus 
Bit Cbristus et possit osse in lam 
divisis et contrariis portibus. Qui 
certe vel alteri vel ambabus est 
negandus, noc alicui aportc contra 
iusticiam pugnanti aliquatonus daudus, 
ne forte per incuriam sacerdotum sic 
traditus in manus evideutor pec- 
catorum, iusta ire moveatur contra 
sacordotoe donuo ipsuzn cum Iuda 
tradentes. In talis tarn magna? 
iusti :ioB magna siti et esurie, micas 
licet modicas lambeie fames ipsa 
compellit. 

TJude refero factum iustum et hon- 
eetum, quod in terra Ungarica et bar- 
barica vix nomine tan us ohristianorum 
principum dominio subdita laut^biliter 
accidit. Nam cum rex illius terree 
anno plusquam preterite se ad bellum 
preparavit contra regem • Grecorum, 
ante procinctum cum episcopis illius 
terras habuit consilium : qui tanquam 
viri literati cautissime disoutientes 
esusam pugns, atque invenientea 
pactum pacis ex parte Ungafomm 
primo violatam, recordati sunt, pro- 


phetias dicentes : ‘Quidissolvit pactum, 
numquid effugiet ? ’ Qua prophetia 
instructi prophetaverunt regom, si 
pugnaret contra ius pacti et fedus 
pacis, minime triumphaturum et 
atixilio Dei cariturum. Quo audito 
rex, licet iromitis ac barbarus, tamen 
procinctum reloxavit et sua ex parte 
• ruptum fedus reparavit. Quanto 
magis ergo in secclosia sanctorum 
refrenaretur animosity prinDipum vel 
uapitaneorum contra se in Romano 
imperio tumultuantium et secclesias 
multas desolantium, si episcoporum 
scientium reprobare malum et eligere 
bonum sententia concordaret in unum t 
Enimvero ut non sit vel esso possit 
scisma inter oos, unus omnibus est 
preposit js, cui dictum est : * Confirms 
fratros tuos.’ Quo nimium confir- 
mante quamlibet episcoporum senten- 
tiam iust icifb regni Dei conaentaneam, 
licet regibus mundi huius contrariam, 
non esset in ascelesia rex qui auderet, 
vol si auderet, posset repellere illam. 
Porro, si is qui ceteros conflrmandi 
habet potestatem et auctoritatem, pre- 
centor fieret in qualibet (iusta) sen- 
tentia episcopis per epistolas directa, 
quis earn repellere posset, cum sit 
velut alter Hieremias constitutus non 
solum super eeoelesiaa, sed otiam super 
regna, ut evellat et destruat et dis 
perdat et dissipet, edificet, et plantet, 
8ic reges ( profanos et symoniacos in 
venimus evulsos auctoritate apostolica, 
cooperante gratia Dei, quee per mundi 
huius infirma sepe oonfundit fortia, 
eligens ignobilia et cfyitemptibilift, ut 
magna vel inatruat et destruat.” 

Cf. id., ‘ De Ordine donorum Spiritus 
Saucti ’ (pp. 277 and 280). 
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but the reference to them seems fairly evident, and certainly 
the assertion oft the principle of the papal authority to act in 
such cases is clear. We must, however, be careful to notice 
that Gerhoh does not conceive of this as contrary to his 
principle of the distinction between the functions of the two 
powers. A little further on in the same work he again 
insists that the <#erg y must keep themselves clear of all 
criminal judgments, and must confine themselves to their office 
of teaching the secular authorities what is right and just, and 
he sums up his position by quoting, as from the letter of 
Pope ^Nicholas I. to the Emperor Michael, the words of Pope 
Gelasius, in which Christ is said to have separated the two 
powers and given to each its own function. 1 In order, however, 
to arrive at a more complete judgment of Gerhoh’s position 
we must turn to the treatises written after the outbreak of 
the new conflict. 

The treatise ‘ De Investigatione Antichristi,’ from which we 
have already made many citations, was, as we said, written in 
1161-62, about two years after the disputed Papal election, 
and Gerhoh suggests that this calamity was in part a judgment 
of God upon the Church. In other schisms, he says, it was 
easy to decide which was the Catholic Church, but in this 
case it was not easy*for any but those who were prudent and 


1 Id. id., p. 465 : “ 1'recoptia huius- 
modi salutaribus moniti et apostolica 
institutions informal i, optazuus epis- 
cepos et reliquoe altaris ministrou a 
_iudicio et nogoeio sanguinis esse alienos, 
nisi quantum officium docendi et pre- 
cipiendi requirit, quomodo instruondi 
et constringondi sunt Seoul ares iudices 
a spinlalibus omnia iudicantibus, ut 
reote iudicent suamquo poteetatom 
exeroeant ad vindictam malefactorum, 
laudem vero bonorum. 

De quibuH cum plura possemus 
ponere, suffioiant ad preaens unum 
decretum Nhcolfh pope dioeat is inter 
cetera : * Fuerunt hso ante ad ven* 

turn Christi . . . quatinus spiritaiis 
<wjtio camalibus diataret inoursibus 


et ideo roilitans Deo minima so 
negociis secularibus implicaret, ao 
vicissim non l'Ue rebus divini presi- 
dere videretur ’ (Gelasius I., Trao- 
tatus IV., 11, as quoted by Nicholas I., 
Ep. 8). . . . Htec dioente papa Nikolao, 
nos eidem consona dioendo affirma- 
mus, eum qui presidere debet rebus 
terrenu, in administratione tantum- 
modo negociorum eeoularium, non se 
debere implioare negociis Bpiritalibus ; 
et e conVerso iudioem spiritalem 
vaoare oportere divinis, et tamen sine 
sui spiritus implicamento etiam per 
doebrinam regere ipsos quoque rages 
et inpera tores, quanto magis minores 
pottssfetee ? ” 
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sincere lovers of the truth to come to a decision . 1 He gives 
a detailed account of the actual election, and* concludes that 
it was so far clear that the case of Alexander was the better 
one , 2 but he then goes on to relate how the adversaries of 
Alexander raised against him that charge which we have 
already mentioned — namely, that? Alexander and the Cardinals 
of his party had during the lifetime of Hadrian IV. entered 
into a conspiracy with the King of Sicily and the Milanese 
against the emperor, and had bound themsolves by an oath 
that they would not elect any one to the Papacy who was not 
a member of the conspiracy, and that they had been bribed 
by the Sicilians and Milanese to promise that they would 
excommunicate Frederick, and would not absolve him without 
their counsel . 3 They also, he 'relates, urged the difference 
between the conduct of Victor and that of^ Alexander, 
the former appearing at Pavia and submitting his claim 
to the Council, while Alexander haughtily refused to do 
this . 4 

Gerhoh was, it would seem, much movqd by these considera- 
tions, and as it appeared to him the judgment of the Church 
was so much divided that he found it difficult to arrive at 
any conclusion. The supporters of Alexander urged that the 
apostolic sees of Antioch and Jerusalem* acknowledged him, 
but the supporters of Victor urged that the judgment of 
other Churches must also bo considered, especially as these 
Oriental sees were but little informed.® Gerhoh was evidently 
much perplexed with regard to the action of Alexander in 
refusing to vindicate his position to the Council at Pavia. 
The Lord himself, he urges, had condescended to show himself 
to his disciples when they doubted his resurrection, and St 
Peter submitted to be rebuked by St Paul . 6 He had been 
inclining to decide for Victor when he had received news of 
a Council held at Toulouse attended bj one hundred bishops, 
the Kings of France,' England, and Spain, and the envoys of 

Victor, Alexander, and the Emperor, and that the Council 

• • 

1 Id. id., 63. * Id. id. id. * 

* Id. id. id. * Id. id., 66. 

* Id. id. id. ; <rf. p. 321., • Id. id. id. 
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had decided for Alexander and had excommunicated Victor . 1 

He was not, however, convinced, for the Council had appa- 
rently not considered the charge of conspiracy, and he felt 
that this was the most serious question, and that the truth 
or falsehood of the charge could only be determined by a 
General Council . 2 * 

Gerhoh’s mind was mainly occupied with the two questions, 
whether the charge of conspiracy was true, and whether it 
was right that Alexander III. should refuse to submit the 
charges against him to a General Council. He is unsparing 
in hiB condemnation of the conspiracy against the emperor, 
if the charge were true , 8 and be does not see his way 
out of the difficulty except by the judgment of a General 
Council . 4 He examines at some length the question whether 


1 Id. id.. 56. 

1 Id. id. id. : “ Sed huius questionia 
nodus et absolutio in oo maxim © 
consistit, ui plena cognoverimus AJox- 
andri causa iuiusta iustano sit. Ius- 
titia vero causae illius vol iuiuaticia 
in eo versa tur, si, cum cetera Sana 
vel potiora circa eiua electionem ot 
ordinatjonem sint, etiazn do con- 
epiratione ilia mala contA imperiuin, 
que eius electioni appinpitur, ipsa eiuB 
electi o, si possibile est, pura demon- 
stretur. Quis vero est qui sibi hoc 
assumere possit vel audeat, ut istud 
misterium iniquitatis exquirendo in 
luoem perduoat, vel innocentiam eius- 
,dem facti inveniat nisi generali con- 
oilio illud fiat ? ” 

* Id. id. id. : “ Scindimt vero ecole- 
Siam, que ost corpus Christi, sitamen 
ita est, ut dicitur, qui pro aocepta 
pecunia domnum imperatorem, quern 
multitudinem sequi dubium^ non est, 
ezoommunicaturos se sacrament i fir- 
mitudine promiserint et, ut eadem 
exoommunioatio in futurum firms 
permaneret, ' ex ( 'eorundem compromi- 
tentium oefcu papam sibi pro eadem 
oonqiromUsione aoismatica ac simo- 
uiaea elegerunt. Hos ego, si qui 


tales sunt, scindere vol scidisse iudico 
ccclesism nec Iudse proditori paulomi- 
nus soeleratioros, maxiroe oum dom- 
nus imperator ad omnorn iusticiam 
legum vel, corte si domno pape 
placuisaet, ad consilium electarum 
hinc iude personarum stare paratus 
fuit do his omnibus, super quibus 
impetebatur vel iam adhuc stare in 
eodem paratus sit, si sint qui nunc 
illud rocipere debeant ac velint. 
Nam his qui eius chnstianitatem pro 
pecunia Siculi ao Mediolanensium 
vendidisso diountur, nisi super hoc 
vorbo expurgatis, non ae facile credere 
poterit.” 

* Id. id., 67 : “ Propter hoc enim 
desiderat electorum ecclesia generate 
concilium, in quo revetent celi iniqui- 
tatem Iudee ao terra adversua eum 
oonsuqmt, quisquis e duobus ille est 
et manifeetum fiat peooatum illius. 
Non solum namque Deus vel angeli 
ielum illud esse existimasdum est, 
cui sedes ilia beati Petri debeat inno- 
centiam, sed et sanctorum hominum 
spiijtualium et maxima eeoleeie pr eei- 
deoi/ium eoclesiam ego existimem illud 
esse eel am, cui quilibet, etiam sum- 
mug ^nortalium, debeat innooentiam. 
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and under what term the Popfe might clear himself of the 
charge brought against him. He points otjfc that St Paul 
conferred with the Apostles at Jerusalem lest he should cause 
scandal by differing in any respect from their doctrine ; and 
he relates how Pope Marcellus, who had sacrificed to idols, 
while the Fathers recognised that he could not be judged by 
any one, yet because he could not clear # himself before the 
Church, passed against himself the sentence of deposition and 
excommunication ; and how Pope Leo III., publicly and in the 
presence of Charlemagne and the people, cleared himself of 
the charges made against him . 1 Gerhoh, indeed, accepts 
the principle i hat no one could judge the Pope ; 2 he does not, 


dicente vaae electionie de so suisque 
aimilibus apostolis ac viritt apostolicis, 
quoniam ‘ spectaculum facti sumus ’ 
htiio ‘ mundo et angelia et homini- 
bua.' ” 

1 Id. id. id. i “ Propter hoc sane 
aoandalum acilioet procavendum as- 
cendit Paulua Ierosolimam ad apostolus 
et contulit cum iUia evangelium Chriati, 
no forte in vacuum curret aut eueu- 
riasot, ai ab aliorum apostolorum 
doctrina ipao in aliquo discordante 
acandnlum super hoc pateretur ecclesia 
Chriati. ...... 

Sane Marcellus papa, quoniam sacrifi- 
cando ydolia peccavorat in colum, 
ecandalizando eccleaiam, quo nimirum 
oelum ac cedes Dei oat, dictum eat ei 
ab eodem colo, id ost sanctorum patrum 
in urbe et ad urbem super hoc ipso 
oollectorum unanimi concilio : ‘ Tu qui 
summus pontifex es a nomine debes 
iudicari. Tu oollige oausam tuam in 
ainu tuo, veruntamen preaentibua hoc 
faoiaa.’ Et ipse cum peocatuA auum, 
auper quo infamatua erat, excuaare 
non potuiaaet ooram occlesja, que super 
eodem exacerbata fuerat, in aemet 
depositions atque exeonununioationia 
aententiam dictavit, unde et uuaeri- 
oordiam a Deo conaeoutua de catllogo 
Romanorum pontificum deletes ( non 
eat, sod quoniam pro fide poetmodum 


illuatre martyrium duxit, etiam in 
sanctorum martyrum cetu digne con- 
numeratua eat. LeS * quoque initiate 
infamatua, ne super eo acandalum 
pateretur ecclesia Dei, cui tamquam 
rational] celo debebat innocentiam, 
publice couacenso ambone ooram rege 
ao principibua omnique frequentia 
populi cum xii aatipulatoribua episco- 
pis famam auam iuramento purgavit.” 

1 Id. id. id. : “ Et quid, ait quia, 
placuit dicore patribua beati Petri 
vicarium tentum celo debore innocen- 
tiam ? Sic enint ait Simmachus papa : 

‘ Aliorum hominum cauaaa Deus voluit 
per homines terminate ; sacroaanotam 
voro aedis Romano presulem sue sine 
questione reservavit arbitrio. Voluit 
beati Petri aucoesaores eelo tantum 
debere innocentiam et subtiliaaimi dis- 
cuaaoria indagini inviolatam exhibere 
conseientiam.’ ..... 
Ad quod audiat, qui super hie dubitat 
vel querendum putat, quoniam Sim- 
maoho maior est qui ait : * Sine 

oSensione estote Iudeia et Greets et 
600168183* Dei.’ Item : ‘ Oportet epis- 
c op uni bonum habere testimonium 
apud eos qui foris sunt.’ Et dominus 
Ieaua adhuc maior ambebus his, plus 
enim quam Salomot hie, immo et 
maior omnibus : * Qui acandalizaverit,’ 
inquit, ‘ unum de pusiUis iatia, qui in 
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however, admit that this priniiple applied to the circumstances 
of a disputed election : in that case he thinks that the claimants 
should present themselves to the brethren and set out their 
claims so that the Church of God might resist the evil and 
accept the good . 1 He reaffirms his horror at the conspiracy 
which, on the evidence of Victor and of two of the cardinals 
who supported him, and had themselves been parties to it, had 
been formed against the emperor, and demands that those who 
were accused should clear themselves of it, and break off their 
alliance with the enemies of the. Empire, especially as the 
emperor was prepared to do justice with regard to all matters 
of which they complained . 2 Gcrhoh concludes the chapter, as 
he had begun it, by urging that the only remedy for these 
troubles would bo the summoiiing of a General Council, which 


me crodunt, expedit ei 1 et cetera qu» 
dicere porhorreo. Ait enim ipso : 1 Si 
oculus tuus dexter scandalizat te, 
erue eum et proice abs te.’ Item : 
‘Necesse est,’ inquit, ‘ tt veniant 
scandals, ve autem homini, per quem 
scandal urn venit,’ nec magnum ex- 
eipiens nec minorom. Quihus mani- 
festissimis dictis Salvatoris et apo»- 
tolicis Simachum pap am vioquaquam 
crediderim seneisse contraria, sed id 
solum, quod nulli hominum fas est, in 
Romanum pontificora ferro condemp- 
nationis iudicium vel ad expurgationem 
sui eogere, sicut Marrellus a nemino 
iudieio condompnationis iudicatus est, 
dioentibus ci fidelibuB : ‘ Tu eollige 

causam tuam in sinu tuo,’ ipse in se 
iudicium tulit dampnationis. Similiter 
et Leo a nemine ad expurgationem 
sui coactua est, sod summum celmn ac 
celi habitator Deus, eubtillissimua vide- 
licet disoussor et indagator, hoc in eius 
oorde locutus est.” 

1 Id. id. id. : “ Sed et illud Simachi 
pape aliaque eiusmodi sciendum de his 
solum Romahis ^fontificibus agere, qui 
et soli tenent cathedram et quorum 
introitus queetione caret. Nam cum 
de duobus quasi cathedram tenentibus 


cUaoeptstur, quis eorum apostolicus, 
quisve apostaticug sit, bene debent 
introitum suum ecclesie Dei exponere 
seque inter oonfratres et discipulos 
videndos ac palpandos exhibere, ut omni 
scandalo ac dubitationa sublatis noverit 
ecclesio Dei reprobare malum et eligero 
bonum.” 

* Id. id. id. : “ Quem sane tale pia- 
culum non scandalizaret ? Quodutique 
si perpetratum eonstarot. Iude traditoris 
crimine paulominus sceleratius easet. 
Nam illic discipulus magistrum, hie 
pater fihum xcclesiss veste nudatum 
hostibus tradidisset ; aut quia tantum 
focinus do tarn sapientibus credi difficile 
est, quomvis et munera corda excecant 
sapientium, si liberam super hae infamia 
retinent conscientiam, ostendant otiam 
eoclesie Dei suam innocentiam piacu- 
lum idem competenter negando et ab 
hostibus imperii soluto pacti federe aux- 
ilium et favorem suum longe faciendo, 
maaime cum domnus imperator super 
omnibus qu£e postulantur iustiois seu 
consilio stare paratus fuerit, semper et 
adhvc Deo annuente, ut speramus, 
parfLus erit, sicut esse debet, maxime 
si ejepiatis his piaoulis de Romanorum 
erga iipperium Bdelitate constiterit." 
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might decide between the clairfants, and might restore peace 
between the “ sacerdotinm ” and the “ imper^un.” 1 

It is very noteworthy that Gerhoh was so deeply stirred 
by the whole situation that he continues his treatise with a 
violent denunciation of the whole policy of the papal Court 
(Romani). He accuses them atxJve all of pride and covetous- 
ness, and contemptuously suggests that they may ultimately 
abolish all separate bishoprics, and bring all parts of the 
Church under the immediate government of Rome ; that they 
will interfere in the political relations of rulers and subjects, 
and excommunicate those who do hot obey them, and that 
they will do all this for money. 2 lie attributes the existing 

conflict and schism to the avarice of the Romans, who had 

• * 

boon corrupted by the gold of the Sicilian King and the 


1 Id. id. id. s “ Propter hoc igitur a 
fidelibus ecclemro et imperii generate 
doaideratur concilium, nbi omnibus his 
in medium prolatis ac, Deo favento, 
expiatis, unoquo. adulterino videlicet, 
palmite excieo et alio purgato, unitas 
fiat et pax inter regnuin et aaeer- 
dotium, pax quoque roformoretur 
occlesup acandalis ablotis et excluso 
aciemate.” 

1 Id. id., 68 s “ Quod ai dodignantur 
Romani, ut auam ecclesio innocentiam 
super iam diotis crimination) hus ox- 
liibeant, utpote quorum ait do omnibus 
iudioare et a nemine, quicquni fecerint 
aut divulgatum do ois fuorit, iudicari, 
ita ut nemo ois dicat vei dicere debeat : 
' Cur ita facitie ! ’ parum vel nichil de 
acandalis eccleaie curantee, utpote qui- 
bua ait lioitum quodlibet fuerit libitum, 
quid ultra expeetabimua, nisi iy, ai et 
hoc Ubuerit quicquid adhuc fftatua et 
avarieia, duo scilicet mali oonsiliarii, 
Buggeaaerint, qui raro in Wrbe defue- 
runt, compleant etiam novas leges vete- 
ribua abditis, ad placitum condant ter- 
minos episcopatuum, iam olim antidua- 
toa omnee a medio tollant et nova pro 
eonsilio philargiri® limites statualht* de 
arohiepisoopatibus omnibus sufiraganiaa 

VOL. IV. 


et de sufiraganiis archiepiscopatus oon- 
stituant inter heo omnia pinguiora et 
meliora aibi reservantee, cetera vero ad 
libre pondera statuentes ; immo vero et 
si plaeuerit et mali illi oonsiliarii nugget) - 
soriut, reliqua ovilio omnia in unum 
oonducant, ut sit solum unum ovile et 
unu» pastor solus Romanus pontifex : 
aut, ai hoe difficile ac laboriosum visum 
fuerit, epiacopos viaitationea, qualea 
volent, sibi iurare faciant ; reges quo- 
que a aubiciendia aibi rebellibue et 
eccleaiarum ac civitatum vastatoribus 
prohibeant, dicentoa : ‘ Uuo usque 

vetucs et non procedes anpbus,’ aut 
hoc sua precepts tranagredientea ex- 
communicent, medioa quoque se inter 
reges ao tirannos, inter civitatea alter- 
utrum infestantea interponant el 
quorum eis pecunia plus ponderaverit 
eorum adversarios excommunioent 
eandemque excommunioationem dato 
precio aljpolutionis absolvant ; iam vero 
et aliarum civitatum presides et quique 
eccleaie presidentes videntes bbertatem 
ipBorum, in omnibus his, libere etiam 
ipsi pro sua possi&ilitate vel loco 
ipsorum se quant ur errorea, turpe enim 
Romania arguere in aliis quod ipsi 
fecerint.” 

2 A 
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Milanese, and he ascribes thl continued resistance of Milan 
to the imperial authority to the support of the Romans . 1 He 
was indeed conscious that he might be censured for allowing 
his zeal to carry him too far, but contended that he was not 
directing his arguments against any one personally, but was 
only anxious to point out this dangerous consequences which 
might flow from these evils, for there was a real danger, if 
these scandals were neglected, of such a departure from the 
obedience of the Roman Church as had been made by the 
Greeks . 2 

Once again he restates the arguments for and against the 
legitimacy of Alexander’s election, and says that actually the 
Church was divided into three parts, one accepting Alexander, 


1 Id. id. id. : *“ Iusto enim laxantur 
ora Rubditorum quantumeunque bru- 
torum seu mutorum ad increpati- 
onom eiusinodi presidentium avaricia 
ceoatorum atque apertis occults caden- 
tiuzn benediotionesquo ac zn^ledictiones 
venditancium, sicui totua iam mundus 
oonqueritur do avaricia Romanorum 
estimans et, fama divulgante, cerium 
habens do auro et argento Siculi (et) 
Mediolanensium hoc presens scisma 
pullulasse, quod eccloaia inter duos illos 
Romanos vocatos pontifices orrabunda 
disscissa ost. 8od neo Mediolanenses 
legibus dampnati atque proscripti tanta 
pertinatia Auguetali imperio ae op- 
ponere, ut ereditur, auderent, nisi 
Romanorum favore id facerent. Nam 
dum foris eos gladius imperialis ot 
lntus pavor excommunicationis vas- 
taret, quomodo duobus illie gladiis in 
linum oonsentientibus non cederunt T ” 
* Id. id. id. : “ Bed quousque duos 
illos pessimos consiliarios avariciam 
et superbiam prosequendo jyolabor ? 
Quousque me impetus spixitus contra 
fastum et questum loquentem im- 
pulit I Denyttenda iam vela sunt ne 
forte et in aspe-a loca incidamus, si 
ultra progreesi fuerimus. Arguemur 
enim forte etiam super his, que dicta 


sunt, os in celum possuisse. 

Nos autem contra nominem person - 
aliter sermonem direximus, sed con- 
sequontias quasdam causarum malarum 
precedentium et eflectuum pessimorum 
conteximus, quos partim vidimus, 
partira quoque adhuc futures formid- 
arnua. Some] namque posito his, qui 
in ecclesia Dei episcopi vel episooporum 
magistri ac patres poaiti sunt, de 
scandalia ecclesio non curare altum 
aapere nec humilibus conaentire ac 
non secundum IoBum Christum dubi- 
tantibus et Bcandalizatis fratribus ac 
discipuliB latua, manus ac pedes in- 
nocentise videndas ac palpandas de- 
monstrate, cum et hi duo co nsiliar ii 
peesimi, superbia et avaricia, penitus 
admisai fuorint, nichil malorum, qua 
diximus, aequi dubitandum non eat. 
Immo vero et disoessionem de sub 
Romans sacclesiee obedient ia per talom 
oontemjjituni scandalorum parturiri 
timendum eat, sicut a Grecis quoque 
iam olim diaceesum est atque ita 
r^velatum 4ri fllium perditionis, si 
tamen heo vel tabs est disoesBio, quam 
Bignificat apostolus, dicens : * Nisi 

venfrit discessio primum ’ et cetera.” 

Cf. id. id., 4, 8, 50, 62, 63, 68, 
and 7f. 
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the other Victor, while a thirc! neither accepted nor rejected 
either, but hoped for such a more complete and adequate 
consideration of the circumstances as could only be obtained 
in a General Council summoned with the consent of the 
kings. He felt himself unable to come to any decision, but 
inclined to the third party . 1 * 

The treatise concludes with a very emjJhatic condemnation 
of the tendency, which he attributes to the Papal party, to 
claim a political authority over ihe emperor. When they 
represented in pictures and letters that the emperor owed 
homage to the Pope — referring no doubt to the angry corre- 
spondence of Hadnan IV. and Frederick Barbarossa, with 
which we have already dealt, 2 — when they interposed between 
the emperor and those who had rebelled against him, they 
made the Pope lord over the Emperors, an<> reduced the 
emperor to the position of a vassal. This was really to 
destroy the power which had been created by God, to resist 
God’s ordinance, and to confound tho nature of the two 
swords. Each power must be content with its own place 
and function . 3 The emperor or king must not assume to 


1 Id. id., 88 : “ Quod quia nondum 
eat factum, non solum biforiom, sod 
et trifariam scinditur eeclesia Doi, 

aliis, ut dictum eat, Alexandra, aliis 

Victori faventibus, terciis vero neutrura 
accipientibus vel constanter ropru- 
bantibus, sed pleniorom adhuc causa? 
utriusque discussionem sporantibus, 
quam absque concilio gonerali ex 
regum eonniventia eonvocato fieri non 
posse arbitrantur. .... 
Quod si querat quia a me, que istarum 
trium partium animo meo magis 
complaceat seu tutior mihj /rideatur 
minuaque habere periouli, sciat me 
in rebus dubiis atque ad^uc penden- 
tibus difflnitivam nolle ferre senten- 
tiam. Verum si urgere non desinit, 
noverit tutius mihi interim vjderi 
mediorum illorum desiderium * die- 
oussionem adhuc pleniorom , partis 
utriusque exspeotantium, eo qucftl a 


scismatis periculo pars ilia tercia 
remotior #■” 

* Cf. p. 313. 

* Id. id., 72 : “ Quin etiam, sicut 
aliquando cesaree quedam pontificalia 
ot ecolesiastica presumebant, ita istj 
de contra cum saoerdotio quoddam in 
se cosareum ao supercesareum imagi- 
nantur. Nam dum eesares bominio 
sibi obligari pingunt, locuntur et 
soribunt, dum eorum prooessus quous- 
que veniant et ubi subsistant, quas 
contra civitates veniant, a quibus 
etiam imperio rebellibus abstineant 
prescribunt, quid nisi se imperatores 
et imp&atorum dominos, porro im- 
peratores suos vaasaldos constituunt T 
Hoc autem quid est al^ud, quam 
potestatem a Deo • constitutam de* 
struere et ordinatioifi Dei resistere t 
Quomodo vero imperium destructum 
non erit, si oi vitas quilibet aliarum 
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himself that which belongs to ihe priest, and the bishops must 
render to Caesar, that which is Caesar’s, and if they wish to 
hold the “ regalia ” they must render to the king a just and 
suitable honour. Once again he urges that it is not proper 
that the bishop should do homage : the king should be satisfied 
that the bishop should swedr fidelity, and that he would 
defend the crown, i‘ saving his office.” 1 
The treatise throws a groat deal of light upon the state of 
opinion in Germany, both with regard to the actual controversy 
of the moment about the election to the Papacy, and also 
with respect to the state of mind of religiouB men about the 
relations of the two powers. For it is noticeable that it is 
the very depth of liis religious feeling which makes Gerhoh 
alarmed lest the Church should ‘be involved in secular matters. 
He represents^ the tradition of the necessity of freedom for the 
Church, he had no doubt about the justice and the necessity 
of the struggle against lay “investiture,” but, as he felt it, 
the problem of the day was not so much how tin* Church was 
to be protected against the aggression of the secular power, 


civitatum vostatrix, iusticie atquo im- 
perio robellis, luitiono domni pape, 
mirum Hi et absquo interveptu 
peounie, manus imperatoris Vt omnem 
iusticie satisfactionem evadet ? Tibi 
orunt duo illi evangeliei gladii, si vel 
omnia apostolieus vol omnia cesar 
wit I Quasi enim unum do magnis 
luminaribus o mundo tuloris, si vel 
imperium suo vol sacordotium suo 
vigors ao decoro caruorit. Unam 
quoque do magnis duabus oolumms 
a facie tompli tulisti, si vol sacerdotio 
in spiritualibus vel regno in tempor- 
alibus sua iura negaveris. Melius 
utraque potsstas suis erit terminis 
contenta, ne aliens presumans ( de suo 
perdere mereatur.” 

1 Id. id. id. : “ Metuat quoquo im- 
pwator aut rex sacerdotalia sibi ven- 
dicare, ne lepra^' Ozie percutiatur 
in fronte et extorris non solum a 
sacerdotio, sed etiam a regno fiat. . . . 
A infant pontifices preoipientem sibi 


Dominum : ‘ Reddito que sunt cesaris 
coBari et que sunt Dei Deo,’ ut, si 
regalia jecclesio a rogibus tradita tenero 
volunt, regibus indo iustum ac de- 
pontem honorem exlnbeant. Audiant 
item apostolem : ‘ Deum timele, regem 
honorificatc.’ Sane dum iustum ac 
decontem lionorem regibus exlubenduxn 
a sacordotibus regalia tenentibus cen- 
somus, hominii obligationem in ilia 
honoris exhibitions numerandam non 
putamus, videlicet ne apostolo oon- 
traria sentimus dicenti : * Nemo mili- 
tans Deo implicat so nogotiis soculari- 
bus, ut ei placeat, cui se probavit.’ 
Nova- suut istae consuetudines et ab 
institutionibus canonum alienee, nec a 
sancti* patrifeus exemplat nec rations 
fultes neo auctoritate. Sufficere poterat 
ao debent regibus ab episcopis muni- 
tione^ tenentibus sacramentum fideii- 
tatis et coronas sue i us tee defenaionis, 
salvo, vSdelicet ipsorum officio, bus* 
eipere.”. 



GEBHOH OF KBIOHEBSBEEG. 


373 


chap, nx.] 

% # 

but rather how it should fre^ itself from the entanglement 
in secular matters in which its own succe§s had tended to 
involve it. 

All this is again brought out very clearly in some of his 
later works. It was in 1166-67 that he addressed a little 
treatise to the Cardinals of th6 Roman Church. The condi- 
tions had indeed greatly changed since* he wrote the ‘ De 
Investigatione Antichristi.’ The Antipope Victor had died) 
and Paschal had been elected to succeed him. His 
election was described in an encyclical letter of the German 
princes of May 1165, as having been made by the bishops 
and Cardinals of the Roman Church, in the presence of the 
bishops of Lombardy and Tuscany, the Prefect and many 
nobles of Rome, and as having been recognised by the Church 
and princes of the Empire. 1 * * * * * * Gerhoh, however^ was clear and 
emphatic in his repudiation of him, alleging that no Cardinal- 
Bishop had taken part in his consecration, and he now definitely 
recognised Alexander III. as the legitimate Pope, 8 but he 
also urged the great difficulty which was caused to his 
supporters by the fact that the charge of conspiracy with 
the King of Sicily and the Milanese had not boon dis- 
proved, and by the assumption on the part of some of 
the supporters of Alexander that the action of Hadrian 


1 M. G. H., Leg., Sent. IV., Const., 

vol. i. 223 : “ Deniquo beatissimo papa 

Victore ad paradisi gaudia f elicit er 

asuumpto et in eius locum ab 

episoopia ac cordinalibua aims sodis 

apostolice domno l’ancali, viro chris- 
tianieaimo, in prosentia opiscopormn 
et Teligioeorum Lombardis? ac Tuscisp, 
illustris quoque praefecti urHa Romm 

ac multorum nobilium Romanorum 
catholioe aubatituto, ipsum otiam 
domnum Pasealem ex eocleaitc ac prin- 
oipum imperii iudicio atque conailio in 
papam et patrem oatholicum solemp- 
niter reoepimus debitoque Ignore 
venerari semper intendimus.” 

* Gerhoh, ‘ Opusculura ad Cardioalee ’ 
(p. 401) : “ Cum igitur iuata att causa 


pape Alcxandri, quantum ad formam 
promotionis, qua m nos luemur contra 
Guidonia erectionem.” 

(P. 406) : “ Longe melius me nostis. 
quam sit utile propalari veritatem 
contra mendaria longe lateque dis- 
seminata, qme licet nobis in obedi- 
ontia pape Alexandri atabilitis nullam 
faciunt nebulaxn dubietatia.” 

(P. 408) : “ Ego eundem papam 

auum ({he Emperor’s) sio repudiavi, ut 
Dei gratia me confortante dioerem 
nunquam me illi obediturum, qui a 
nullo cardinali episcopo * esset eon- 
sscratus, aed ab eytraneo exeoratua 
et in ouiua parte non easet corpus 
Domini, quod conBtat extra unitatem 
in scismate coniici non posse.” 
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IV. could not be condemned ! 1 He argued that Alexander 
and his supporters should recognise that while it was true 
that the Pope and his actions were not subject to any 
human judgment, this applied only to his spiritual character 
and office, but not to his relations to secular matters : with 
regard to these his actions ^ere open to amendment , 8 and 
he brought forward a number of illustrations to show that 
the Popes themselves had recognised this, and had cleared 
themselves of charges related to such matters ; he included 
the purgation of Loo IV . 3 If, therefore, it, was complained 
that the Pope and Cardinals had committed some action 
which troubled the kingdom and divided the Church, this 
should either be denied or proved to have been just . 4 If 
it should prove that the Pope had really done wrong, this 
could be chap god and amended — there* were numerous ex- 
amples of this having been done — and he cites a number of 


1 Id. id. (p. 401) : “ Cum igitur 

rosta sit causa papo Aloxandri, quan- 
tum ad formom prornot intiB, quam 
no* tueimir oontra Guidotiie (Paschal) 
erect ionem, attamen, si non eat 
bona quantum ad illom eius propo- 
sitionom, qua, ut dicitur, rogni 
honorem destruore propoAuit iuxta 
cesaris querolam, pigot multos pro 
eo certare, qui pro eo vellont usque 
ad aanguinom pugnare, si ois eon- 
storet ipsa causa tarn bona in materia, 

quam iusta in forma 

Pertinaeem vero dieunt animositatem, 
qua de malis opinabilitor vulgatis 
nulla offertur negatio, tamquam do- 
beat sine questione haberi pro iusto, 
quiquid collaudatum fuit a domno 
Adriano 3. (IV.), oo quod Romanus 
pontifex nullius hominum iudicio 
subiaceat.” 

1 Id. id. (p. 401) : “ Quod quidem 
(<■*., ' quod Romanus pontifex nullius 
hominum iudicio subiaceat ’) nos veTum 
fatemur, ubi de hit causis agitur, qutc 
tangunt eius personam et offleium ; 
sed ubi de ogris limitandis, vel 
dignitatibus huius mundi sooulariter 


ordinandis agitur, alienum ost a 
Romano vel quocunque pontifleo do 
talibuB ita vello iudicare, ut eius 
iudicio nexnini liceat contradicere, 
quoniam, si in talibua eius iudicio 
aliquis gravatur contra logem sancti 
evangelii ot contra logos etiam secu- 
larrs, iuste quod contra leges pre- 
Humptum cognoscitur, per leges dis- 
solvi morotur, otuunsi a Romano 
pontifice per surreptionem fuerit 
aliquid actum, quod iustis legibus 
controrium deprehonditur.” 

• 3d. id. (pp. 401, 402, 410). 

• Id. id. (p. 402) : “ Igitur si cum 
regni lioetibus a Romano pontifice, 
assentientibus domnis cardinalibus, 
factum ost qualecunque laudamen- 
turn, quia inde permotum est regnum 
et seised est seccleaia, iustum eat, 
congruum est, necessarium est ad 
mdtiicinam tbnti msii, ut aut negetur 
factum aut iustum demonstretur, ne 
de opinione ambigua in secclesia Dei 
non Lolum scandalizentur pusilli, sed 
et, Bi fieri potest, in errorem indu- 
oantyr Aleeti.” 
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instances, including St Peter, ^ Boniface II., Paschal II.,. and 
Calixtns II . 1 He suggests that it was possible that the 
alleged agreement with the King of Sicily, about which there 
had been so much trouble, had been made by Pope Hadrian 
IV. under constraint, and he begs the Cardinals publicly to 
prove that it had never been* made, or to justify it, or to 
amend it . 2 

Gerhoh warned the Pope and the Cardinals that their con- 
tinued silence might cause the quarrel to grow to such a point 
that the “rcgnum”and “saeerdotium” would destroy each other, 
and he reminds them of the words of Gelasius (he quotes them 
as from the letter of Pope Nicholas I. to the Emperor Michael), 
in which it was laid down that it was Christ himself who 


1 Id. id. (p. 405) : “ Potto si aliquid 
eat inter ea, quod non potest vera- 
riter excuaari, nonne potest voracitor 
mutari et emendari secundum serjp- 
tum LeoniH pape superius in text um, 
ut ofiendicuhs hinc inde romplanatis 
fiat unum ovile et unus pastor. 
Noque vero oxemplo caret, si Ro- 
raanun pontifox aliqua de suis vel 
diet is vel factis retractet. Nam 
beatus Petrus de sua simulationo, 
qua non Tecta ambulavit, ad veri- 
tatem evangelii redargutus a co- 
apostolo sno Paulo correxit factum 
Ruum. ...... 

Bonifacius papa ir' s legitur ex do- 
creto oonstituisse Vigilium diaconum 
sibi in pontificatu suocedere, quod, 
quia Romano clero visum est cano- 
nibus adversari, presente clero ab 
eodem subpositum est igni ante 
confessionem beati Petri apostoli. 
Recentiori quoque tempore beat m 
memories papa Paschali# dederat 
Hainrico imperatori quoddam privi- 
legium, quod, ut cogrfcvit geodesies 
displicere, ipse damnavit. Similiter 
Calixtua papa dederat quoddam privi- 
legium Pisanis, quod, quia RSmanis 
diaplicuit, ipge in Dateranensi concilio 
caasavit.” * % 

1 Id. id. (p. 406) : “ Quid igitur 


mirum, si Romanus pontifex Adrianus 
assencientibus sibi ^lomnis cardinalibus 
angustiatus apud Beneventum promisit 
aliqua non promittonda illi Siculo, sub 
cuius gladio tunc erant et fortasse 
abler oxire non poterant, sicut et 
prodieto*imperatori Hainrico, ut pre- 
dictum est, Paeohahs papa queedam 
non promittenda promisit, quia de 
tentoriis eius, in quibus tenebatur, 
abler exire non potuit. Sed quia de 
tali prorSissione iam scisma exortum 
vexat sscclcBiam, voa domni cardinales, 
qui laudamento illi, qualecunque fuit, 
si tamen fuit, interfuistis et nunc sivo 
de facto sive de ficto illo pacto mala 
multa exorta vidistis, unde adhuo ns- 
iora formidantur e ventura, dignamini 
apostolo commonente vosmetipsos iudi- 
care, ne iudicemini a Domino et sive 
negando sive iustificando sive mutando 
factum iUud providete nobis augus- 
tiatis aliquod solatium, quos illud 
maxi me turbat, quod de pacto illo 
nichil certi nobis constat. Quo si vel 
ins turn vel nullum esse conataret aut si 
non bene gestum discretio apoetoboa 
mutaret causteque tooius veritatem 
litteris vel nuncifa jAiblicaret, mul- 
tum faceret pro nobis vel pacem 
reformando vel ad passionss oonfor- 
tando.” 
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had allotted their distinctive ^motions to the Temporal and 
Spiritual powers. If this principle, he says, had been remem- 
bered, the present conflict would not have arisen between the 
two powers, which must both continue until Christ himself 
should come to HiB final victory . 1 He therefore besought the 
Cardinals, if indeed they desired to unite the divided members 
of the Church, to make it known that they did not, as was 
alleged, desire to destroy the kingdom.® 

In another passage he urged that the temporal rulers, if 
they Bhould desire to rule unjustly, should be instructed 
but not destroyed ; and he reported that in frequent con- 
versations the emperor had made it plain to him that he 


1 Id. id. (p. 402) : “ Caveat igitur 
domnua papa, eavete vos quoque 
domni oardinalos no per vestram 
tacitumitatem scandalum veniat, 
imtno quia iam venit, ne diu maneat 
nullo ex vobia uogante aut iuatificanto 
illud compromiasionia pactum vol per 
nuntioa idoneoa vel per epiatolfcs cert as, 
cuius divulgatio peperjt et dilatavit 
inminens aoisma, quo ot sacerdotium 
gravatur et regnum quassatur, quasi 
alterum per altcrum ait destruendum, 
cum potiua alterum altero sk fulcien- 
dum et neutrum alteri permiacendum. 
Unde Nicolaus papa Michaeli Auguato 
scribens dicit inter cetera. ‘ Cum ad 
voruro ventum oat eundem regem atque 
pontificem ultra aibi nec imperator iura 
pontifioatus arripuit, uoc pontifex no- 
men imperatorium usurpavit, quoniam 
idem mediator Dei et hominum, homo 
Issue Chriatus, aic actibus propriia et 
'dignitatibue distinctia offioia potestatis 
utriusque dieerevit propria volene medi- 
cinali humilitate aureum efferri, non hu- 
mana auperbia rursus in inferno demergi , 
ut et christiani imperatores pro aetema 
vita pontificibua indigerent et pontificea 
pro oursu t^jnporalium tantummodo 
rerum imperialisms degibua uterentur, 
quatinua BpiritaJis actio carnalibus die* 
taret incuraibus et ideo militans Deo 
ae mini ma negociis aecularibus iropli- 


caret, ac viciasim non ille rebus 
divinia previdere videretur.’ Si heo 
regula in aedo apostolica deprompta et 
apostoli Pauli testimonio roborata aer- 
varotur, nunc in Bede apoatolica et in 
tota cecclesia aacerdotio et regno suis 
terminia contento pax oaaet, quam 
Eecolesiam nuno turbat imminena scisma 
contentions crudeli. quasi vel aacer. 
dot turn a regno vel a aacerdotio 
regnum deatrui vel obprimi valeat, it» 
ut alterum sine altero dominetur. 
Quod non ita erit, quia utrumqne 
usque in finem aeculi permanebit illo 
pont.ifice oc rege utrumque moderante 
ac servante, qui linum fumigans non 
extinguet ot calamum quoasatum non 
contoret, donee eiciat ad viotoriani 
judicium. . . . Stabunt ambo heo 
rerum culmina, donoo eiciat dominus 
ad victoriam iudicium Bupremum ot 
extremum, nec eat in beneplacito Dei, 
ut alterum dostruatur ab altero.” 

* Id. id. (p. 403) : “ Cum heo ita ae 
habeant, dpere preoium eat, o domni 
cardinalea, ut, ai vultia awolesiee mem- 
bra divisa cobdunare, notum faoiatia 
regno et ceoclesis, quod non, siout 
vulgatum eat, intenditia ad deatruo- 
tionemr regni vel imperii, pro cuius 
honore integraliter servando principes 
regni ^istlue ad mortem cert are de 
ereverunt.” 
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did not desire to go beyond Marxist rights, that he desired to 
support the Pope if he were willing to admij these, but that 
he was determined with all his power to resist any one who 
attempted to interfere with them, being confident that no one 
could be a true successor of Peter who attempted in the name 
of the Papacy to be lord not bnly of the clergy, but also 
of the kingdom. 1 Gerhoh, as he says, hsid hoped that these 
troubles might have been settled by a General Council or by 
private negotiations, and the Emperor had been advised by 
his counsellors to agree to this, but the counsellors of the 
Pope had advised him against these proposals. He therefore 
suggests that the best course would be that the Pope should 
deal with the charges which had been brought against him in 
a letter addressed to the principal men of the Church and 
kingdom. 2 

The last work of Gerhoh, ‘ De Quarta Vigilia Noctifl,’ was 
written in 1167, two years before his death. He had, for 
his fidelity to Alexander HI., been driven from Beichers- 


1 Id. id. (p. 408) : “ Qui, si non 

iuste dominori volunt, instruendi sunt, 
non destruendi, ut iure suo content i 
nichil amplius fac.iant, quam eonstitu- 
tum illis. et iuxta doctrinam Iohannis 
baptists) neminem concutiant nequo 
ealumpniam faciant, sod contenti sint 
stipendiis suis, ne si prsetergressi 
fuerint suum ius, manu Dei conter- 
antur, ut de piedicto legitur Mauricio 
per Fooam oesarem interfecto, non hoc 
optante, sed pro salute illius orante 
beato Gregorio. 

Talia me secretius non semel trac- 
tante cum domno imperatore, firmis- 
sime contestatus est iure sfio liben- 
tissime se contentum esse velle atque 
Bomano pontifici hoc sib* non dimi- 
nuenti humiliter favere ad regimen 
ceoolesie, ' suum vero ius diminuenti 
modi* omnibus ac tocius regni vdibus 
obniti velle maxima hac quod 

non, siout aiebat, sit vere successor 
Petri dieentis : ' Deum timete,* regem 


ljonorificate,’ vel imitator Christi dicen- 
tis : ‘ Boddite qua> sunt cesaris cesari, 
ot quee sunt. Dei, Deo,’ quicunque sub 
nomine papali vellot non solum in 
clero, sed et in regno dominari questu 
iastuoBO et fastu questuoso.” 

* Id. id. (p. 404) : “ Putabamus tamen 
conciliis universalibus vel oonsiliis 
familiaribus litem hano terminandaru 
et ob hoe ipsi domno imperatori sug- 
gest um est a mult is prudentibus, ut 
se committeret conciliorum vel consil- 
orum dispensationi. Quod cum fuisset 
ei pcrsuasum a suis, domno papa; 
dissuasuin est a suis, et ita diversia 
hinc inde consiliariis manet periculum 
scismatig, quod vel minui vel omnino 
auferri adhuc speramus per offendi- 
culorum, qua present! scripto in 
sinuavimus, vel minoratipnem qualem- 
cunque vel omnimodam, quod melius 
est, excuaationem litteris comprehen- 
sam et eminentioribue in aecclesia et 
regno personis mittendam." 
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befg, and the work is a ver|7 interesting and even moving 
expression of t^e temper of a man who, while true to his 
conviction of the injustice and iniquity of the interference 
of the emperor in the affairs of the Church, was yet also a 
sincere and candid critic of the faults of the Church, and of 
what seemed to him to be the dangerous tendencies of the 
Papal party, of a man who was devoted in his obedience to 
Borne, but also a loyal subject of the Empire. In his old ago, 
as he says, he found himself driven from his “nest,” and 
exposed to the enemies who thirsted for his destruction and 
devastated his habitation, and all this because he was faith- 
ful to the Pope, and would not recognise the pretenders, 
Victor and Paschal. 1 And yet he retained that sincere 
and impartial judgment which is reflected in his whole 
work, and maintains that the lamentable characteristic of 
this fourth and last watch of the night was not so much the 
distress of the Church and the aggression of the Temporal 
power as the growth of avarice in the Church. 2 


1 Id., 1 De Quarta Vigilia Noctie,’ 2 : 

“ Preeipuum gravamen eat mihi anxietaa 
oonscientia; in eo, quod, cum diu 
laboraverim in aervicio Dei, tainen 
adhuc replota eat anima mea illusioni- 
buB et non eat Banitaa in came mea. 
Unde cogor timere, ne ait labor meua 
inania, quia cum fuerim in laboribus 
a iuventute mea, aperona, quod aonec- 
tus mea in miaericordia uberi osset 
future, dinena cum boato lob : ‘In 
nidulo meo moriar et 8icut palma 
multiplioabo dies,* nune eoce in aenec- 
tute mea eiectua de nidulo meo, de 
regulari videlicet clauatro mihi com- 
raiaao, compellor declinare universale 
periculum ecismatis, cui si consentire 
voluiseem, pacem qualemcunqqf habere 
potuissem. Verum quia * pacem et 
veritatem diligite ’ ait Dominua omni- 
potena, qu6 Deua ooniunxit, ego non 
auaue fui aeparaqp*, *ita ut reliota veri- 
tate pacem tenerem, recipiendo ac defen- 
dendo ilium papam, qui falao dictus 
es\ papa give Ootavianua (Victor) aive 


in errore successor eius Guido Cremensis 
(Paschal). Ob hoc traditua in manus 
inimicorum aangui nem meum siti- 
entium et noctumia latrociniis atque 
incendiia loca nostra vaatantium non 
possum non eaae triatia.” 

* Id. id., 10 : “ Non mireria de 

mundo inmundo, quod in periculo, 
inmo in pernicio veraatur, quia pro 
salute mundi se Fatri offerena Dei 
filius hunc mundum immundum ex- 
cepit, dicena : * Non pro mundo rogo, 
sed pro hia, quos dediati mihi de 
mundo.’ Magis hoc eat mirandum et 
miserandum, quod hie ipse mundua, 
pro quo Salvator mundi eat immolatua, 
eccleaia Videlicet aancta et inmaculata 
Dei sponsa, refrigescente iam caritate, 
non querenfe quo sua aunt et habun- 
dante iniquitate, avaricia scilioet que- 
rente que sua aunt, ita periolitatur, ut 
nobifc imminere videatur quarta vigilia 
nootia, in qua diaaipulis Ohriati navi. 
ganVbua erat ventua adeo oontrariua, 
ut periolitaretur pro oeteria diaaipulis 
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He is indeed very direct and unsparing in his censure of 
the Churoh for this great fault/ He defends firmly the lawful 
position of the Pope and Cardinals, but he charges the 
Church with extortion and corruption. Payment was demanded 
for its judgments, even when they were just, and sometimes 
they were unjust and obtained t)y bribes . 1 He laments over 
the fact that since the outbreak of the conflict between 
Gregory VII. and Henry IV. the Popes had been compelled 
to obtain the support of the Roman people by the payment 
of large sums of money, and had been forced to raise these in 
every quarter in order to satisfy the avarice of the Romans.® 


priaoeps apostolorum. Vidons enim 
ventum validum timuit oc mergi cepit 
fuissetque omnino mersua, nisi manum 
suam extendendo subveniaset illi domi- 
nus Iesus.” 

Cf. c. 17, 18. 

1 Id. id., 7 : “ Hinc est, quod nos 
Romanum pontifirom ot domnos cordi- 
nales, licet non valeamur excuaare de 
avaricia vel pagana vel iudaica ubique 
in toto mundo ita vulgata 6t adeo 
dilatata, ut pallio filiali eius vorocunda 
non valeant oporiri, tamon pro nostro 
modulo defendimuR et excusamus 
ecclesiam Romanum a pravitato scis- 
mstica, dum in ilia rocognoseimus 
unum papain, non duos, unum plane 
legitimum, sive ut eiun emuli diount 
avarum, sive ut nos libentius credi- 
mus non avarum, qui a logitimis 
eleotoribus olectus, a legitimis con- 
socratoribus conseoratus ot a sedibus 
apostolicis ac patriarehalibus receptus 
ost.” 

Id. id., 8 : “In ipso regno Christi 
per mysterium iniquitati# regnat 
avaricia tarn pagana quam iudaica ; 
pagana, quee est idolorttm servitus 
manifesta, quando contra iustioiam 
fabrioantur oonsilia vel iudicia iniqua 
pro lucro aliquo terreno ; iudaicef vero 
eat avaricia, quando vel iurisperitus 
recto oonsulendo vel iudex recto ^udi- 
oando facit quidem pro iustioia, sed 


non gratis expotendo scilicet vel ex- 
pectando indo indebita obsequia et 
lucra, non Doi sed Rjjft. 

Quod si lia'o satisfactio requiritur ab 
avaris huius mundi volentibus ad 
Ileum converti maxims recognosoenti- 
bus ipsorum studio vol innocentes 
oppreBsos vel nocentOB iniuste liberatos, 
quanto magis in ecclesia Dei, precipua 
in occlesia Romans cavenda est huius- 
cemodi avaricia, in qua deprehenditur 
paganismus, quando nullum ha bet 
colorem iusticisp Ricut servitus ido- 
lorum ; iuhaismus veto, quando ha bet 
velamen iustitice. Bicut literalis rultua 
Iudeorum creatori pro creature servi- 
entium, quos imitantur christiani bona 
facientos, ut exinde vel humanam 
gratiam vel minimum favoris aut lucri 
alicuiuB temporalis optineant, quo- 
niam taliter, quod foris ostenditur 
intus a mercede vacuatur.” 

s Id. id., 11 : “ Ex tunc (the conflict 
between Gregory VII. and Henry IV.), 
ut apporet, magis periculosa tempora 
ceporunt, quia ex tuno cepit avarioia 
nova ip urbe Roma. Nam antehao 
Romanus populua pastori suo fideli- 
tatem gratuitam solitus fuit servare 
cum debito obedientia, sed*tuno oborta 
contentions inter TlSferdotium et reg- 
num Romani cives, adherenteg ponti- 
fioi suo, noluerunt gratis in tali guerra 
laborare, sed multam pec uni am gxe- 
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He* censures also very gravdy the arrogance and greed of 
some of the Cardinals . 1 

He had no hesitation in maintaining the propriety of the 
action of the Pope in urging the Catholics to fight against 
the schismatics , 2 and he relat es how the judgment of God had 
recently fallen upon the empdror and his army, when they had 
come to Borne withpthe schismatic antipopo Paschal, and many 
of them had been struck down and slain with the pestilence . 3 
On the other hand, he very solemnly warns the Pope against 
claiming a secular authority to which he had no right. He 
bids the Pope beware lest he should pretend to have the 
right to grant temporal dignities as though they were fiefs, 
and while he admits that the Donation of Constantine might 
seem to have granted to him the right to administer secular 
affairs in the«cit,y of Borne, he urges that the emperors had 
ruled both in Borne and in the world . 4 


gerunt quasi dobitum ntipendium suae 
militia-, quod etiam tali militia cessanto 
in pace quoque velut sibi mcisquo filiis 
hereditorium tumultuaria contontione 
sibi vendicaverunt, atque por hoc 
Romanos pontificos compulerunt undo- 
cunque argentum et aurum colligere, 
quo eorum Ratisfieret avqricia’, quo 
similis est igni, qui numquam dicit : 
‘ Sufficit.’ Sic a capife usque ad 
plantam totiuB corporis ecclesia* cupi- 
ditate questuB dilatata regnat avaricia 
in hao vigilia quarta, do qua ologans 
quidam versificator aut. : 

'Romam vexat adhuc amor im- 
modoratus, habondi 
Quam non oxtinguit nisi iudicis ira 
* tremendi.’ ” 

Cf. Id., ‘ De In vewt igat ione Anti- 
cliristi,’ i. 19. 

1 Id. id., 12. 

1 Id. id., 15 : “ Unde qui cijmnum 
papalem vel domnum nostrum Salz- 
burgensem propter hoc blasphemavit, 
quod eorum bortqtu milites catholioi 
contra soismatieo^pugnant, non distin- 
guendo, quod aliud est pugnas iniquas 
excitaro, quod eanctus Gregorius num- 


quam focit, aliud pugnis iniquis iam 
contra iusticiam suscitatis occlesiom 
defendoro, quod maxime decet per 
indices ordinatos fieri, qui non sine 
causa gladiuro portant. 

Euto quod iste sanctus (St Ambroso) 
exporimento doctus fuit, iustum esse 
contra legitimas etiam potostates in- 
nate principantos vol potius tyranni- 
zantes aliquando a fidelibus defendi 
infirmos. Sic enim ipse cum regina 
Iustina fautrix Arrianorum quasi per 
legitimam potestatem persequeretur 
ipsum, volens euro in exilium relegare, 
dofonsuK a civibus Mediolanensibus in 
hoc ipso laudabilius non prohibuit 
ho defendi, orans et pro suis de- 
fensoribus et pro suis persecutori- 
bus, illis cupiens victoriam, istis 
penitentiam.” 
a Id. id., 19. 


* Id. id.,, 17 : “Caveat ergo sibi 
domnus papa, ne sit alienorum 
aimius appetitor, appetendus scilioet, 
ut ipundanas dignitatee quasi bene- 
ficia sua pro velle suo distribuat, 
vel offi-ia seu negotia secularia suo 
nomtni^ aliens per se gerat, qua anti- 
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He censures with great severity the desire to compel «the 
emperor to render to the Pope Inch signs of honour as might 
be dishonourable to himself. He admits that Constantine had 
in his humility once acted as “ strator ” to Pope Silvester, but 
Silvester had never called him his “ marshal,” nor represented 
him as such in a picture ; and* no emperor since had been 
called by such a name. On the contrary, the Roman Pontiffs 
and emperors had mutually honoured and aided each other, 
and he expresses his astonishment that the Romans should 
now venture to set up such a picture, and he bids them 
hearken to St Peter, who said, “ Fear God ; honour the king.” 1 

Gerhoh, it is evident, had not forgotten the scandal which 
had arisen over the phrases and circumstances of Hadrian IV. ’s 

quoa antoeeeaoreH suos gessiaeo non non tamen eum qpum esse mare- 
legitur, quanquam hoc illis videatur schalcutn vel dixit vel scripait vel 

indultum in pnvilegio Constantiui, pinxiL. Sed ot multi post ipstim 

cuius utique multi sucessoros liabu- ratholici leguntur imperotores mon- 
orunt potestatem in urbe dominandi, arcliiam tenentes fuisse, quorum quia 
quamquam ills dicat in privilegio suo, fuorit m^reachalcus dictus domni 
quod ' ubi principatus saeordorii ot pape non invonimus. Immo certum 
christiante religionis caput ab im- tenemus, quod Bomani pontifioes et 

peratoro celesti conetitutum ost, imporatorcs invicem se honore pre- 

lustum non sit, ut illic torrenus venientes pacifico vixerunt, et mutao 
imperator habeat potestatem.' At- ab invicom quesierunt adiutoria suis 
tamen quom potestative imporatores dignitatibus decentia, sicut testantur 
catholici, ut liereticos et tirannOB epistolao Romanorum pontificum Deum 
pretermittam, dominati sunt in urbe timentium, regem honorantium iuxta 
bimul et in orbe, sive monarchiam illud Potri : * Deum timete, regem 

iuter se dividentes sive indivisam honorificate.’ Cum ergo invenimus 
tenentes, gesta regum ot cpiatolm in antiquis epistolis, quod Bomani 
Bomanorum pontificum testantur, pontifices humiliter scribendo ixnpera- 
quee tamen pontificali sodis apoatolica* toribus vocavorunt eos ‘ dominos ’ 
dignitati minime adversantur, cum aut ‘ filios corissimos,’ quin etiam 
imperatores et Bomani pontifices se ipsos dixerunt ‘ servos servorum 
invicem se honore provenirent, neque Dei,’ valde miramur, unde nova pio- 
sese dissensionibus mutuo impodi- tura heo emerserit, qua Bomanorum 
rent.” * pingitur mereschaleus. . . . 

1 Id. id., 12 : ” Et ud ad novazn O igituj vos, discipuli Christi, qui 

BabyloniamBomamrespioiamus,beatua estis in ecclesia Bomana, invooate ad 
papa Silvester ab augusto Constantino vos Christum imperatorem venti et 
regalis magnificentite lionoribus pre- maria pariterque cum illtf discipulos 
ditus, non se honorantem inhonoravit eius Petrum et"^aulum. Audits 
et quamvie ei, pro sui humilitate vobis Petrum dioentem : ' ‘ Deum 
aemel stratoris officium enhibiwrit, timete, regem honorifioate.' ” 
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letter to Frederick , 1 and was determined to make it clear that 
he and the loyal subjects of tie Roman See in Germany were 
not prepared to tolerate any attempt on the part of the Pope to 
claim a secular authority which did not belong to him. On 
the other hand, he warned the emperor not to claim a power 
which was not his, and to pretend to a right to make and 
unmake bishops, which was wholly alien to him . 2 

He sums up the principles of the immediate source of 
the authority, both of the Temporal and the Spiritual powers, 
in a short but pregnant passage. As Adam, he says, was 
formed by God from the dust of the earth, and then God 
breathed into him the spirit of life, and thus set him over all 
living creatures, so the emperor or king was to be created 
by the people or the army ; and, when the princes or the best 
of them had Recognised his rule, he was to receive as it were 
the spirit of life by the priestly benediction. Thus also the 
Pope or bishop was first, by the election of the clergy and by 
consecration “in spiritu promo vendus, ” and then “tamquam 
formandus in corporc,” was, with the assent of the chief men, 
to be honoured by the emperor or king, and to hold the 
“regalia ” by his “ conniventia.” 3 

There are phrases in the passage which may suggest 
some ambiguities, bat its general tenor makes it clear that, 
while Gerhoh recognised an important place as belonging to 
the Pope or clergy in the “ benediction ” of the temporal 
ruler, and a place of importance as belonging to the secular 


i Cf. p. 313. 

* Id. id., 17 : “ Itorum opto, ut 

iraperator terrenus caveat sibi, ne et 
ipse sit alienomm appetitor : ponendi 
sou deponendi episcopos aflectando 
poteatatom, quod omnino est alionum 
ab illo." 

* Id. id., 17 : “ Siout enim primus 
Adam primo de limo terra legitur 
format ua et postea, Deo insufflante 
illi spiraculum vitae animatus atque 
animant ibua funok ad domi nandum 
prelatus : sic imperator vel rex primo 
est a populo vel exercitu oreandus 
tanquam de limo terras, ao postea 


principibus vel omnibus vel meliori- 
bus in eius principatu coadunatis per 
benedictionem saoerdotalem quasi per 
spiraculum vita- animandus, vivifican- 
dus ot eanctificanduB est. . 

Sio et Romanus pontifex vel quili- 
bet epistopus primus est in spiritu 
promovendus per cleri eleotionem 
ao legitimate consecrationem, postea 
tanquam formandus in oorpore oum 
assensu honoratorum honoretur ab 
impel store vel rege, per eius oonni- 
ventiam tenons regalia suae pridem 
eeclegial’ collate. " 
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authority 'with relation to the bishop b tenure of the “ regain,” 
he yet firmly maintained that fk was neither the emperor nor 
the king who made the Pope or bishop, nor ttfe bishop or Pope 
who made the emperor or king, bnt that in each case their 
authority was drawn from those who had the right of 
electing them. • 

If only each would be content with tys own power, and 
cease to claim that which belonged to the other, there might 
even in the fourth watch of the night bo a true peace ; and 
Gerhoh quotes some verses of a poem written, as some think, in 
1091 : — 


“ Quent apostolicus regem depellere regno ; 

Bex furit e contra papatum tollere papse. 

Si foret in medio, qui litem rumpere posset 
Sic, ut rex regnum, papatum papa teneat* 
Inter utrumque malum fierit discretio magna. " 


But who, he exclaims, can end this dispute unless the Lord 
Jesus comes into the ship of Peter and» subdues the tempest 
of avarice, of avarice which is tho last Antichrist ? 1 

He concludes the treatise with tho prayer that the Lord 
would come to his Church, which in this fourth watch was in 
the greatest danger, and would subdue those false priests who 
were trading and plundering in his house, and those princes 
who were playing the tyrant under the pretence of religion 
— that the Lord would come and save the world and the 
Church by making peace between the “ regnum ” and the 
“ sacerdotium.” 2 


1 Id. id., 17 : “ Quis est autem 

qui hano litem rumpere posset, nisi 
dominus leans in navicu^a Fetri 
venial, et mare totiun per ven- 
tum avariciee conmotum *mo imperio 
compescens huno ultimum Anti- 
ohristum sue presentiae illustratione 
destruat, qui non incongrue djpitur 
avarus.” 

■Id. id., 21: “ Huio ontoes et 

ginguli, dieamus : * Veni, doznix^e teau, 


veni ad naviculam tuam sanotam 
ecclesiam in hac vigilia quarts gravis* 
sime periclitantem. Veni, Domine, 
dominans in medio inimicortun tuo- 
rum piteudosacerdotum in dorno tua 
negotiantium et latrocinantium, atque 
prinoipum sub nomine, ohristiano 
tirannizantium. Jj 0 \ ni ealvator Ieeu, 
salutem operans in* medio .terras, in 
medio scilicet eoeleeiae, inter regnum 
et saoerdooium faciens paoem.’ ’* 
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CHAPTER IV. 

CONCLUSION. 

We have endeavoured in this volume to set out the develop- 
ment of the theory of the relation of the Temporal and Spiritual 
powers from the be ginnin g of the tenth century till the latter 
part of the twelfth. We have brought this .Btudy to a close 
before the accession of Innocent III., because we think that his 
actions and principles will bo better discussed in immediate 
relation to the circuits tancos and theories of the thirteenth 
century, with which we hope to deal in the next volume. 
We have endeavoured to set out both the actions and 
theories as objectively as possible, to allow them so far as 
possible to speak for .themselves ; and if we now attempt to 
draw some general conclusions, we hope that these will be 
clearly distinguished from our statement of the facts. 

We would venture to urge as a preliminary, that if any 
trustworthy conclusions are to be reached we must be care- 
ful to put the history of these centuries into connection with 
the whole history of the relations of the ecclesiastical and 
secular authorities in the West from the time of the con- 
version of Constantine. Nothing but confusion can arise, 
and indeed much confusion has arisen,, from the attempt to 
isolate the great conf icts of the eleventh and twelve centuries. 
And especially is it necessary to take cafeful account of the 
complex character of the relations of the two authorities 
in the ninth ^entury, if we are «fco understand the later 
conflict. , 

The truth is that the most distinctive element in the 
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tradit&nal political theory o£ the Middle Ages lay 1% the 
theory o f a dualism in the structure of human society, that 
dualism of the spiritual and the temporal assets of life, which 
was clearly expressed in the words of St Peter to the Jewish 
authorities, “ We must obey God rather than men ”■ (Acts 
v. 29). Jt is no doubt possibly that there may have been a 
momentary hesitation when the Empire became Christian, but 
in the West at least, if there was any hesitation, it was only 
momentary, and the normal principle was apprehended and 
expressed, especially by St Ambrose in the fourth century 
and by Gelasius I. in the fifth — that is, the principle that 
human society is governed by two powers, not by one, by the 
Temporal and the Spiritual, and that these are embodied in 
two authorities, the secular and the ecclesiastical, two author- 
ities which are each divine in their origin, and are, each within 
its own sphere, independent of the other. T^is principle is 
clearly and emphatically restated in the ninth century, and 
was always present to the minds of men in the eleventh and 
twelfth. , 

That this was substantially a new principle in the Western 
world is not doubtful. We would, however, venture to sug- 
gest that the movement of thought and feeling, both in coun- 
tries of the Hellenic and Boman civilisations, and among the 
Jews in the centuries immediately preceding the Christian era, 
deserves a more full and precise treatment than it has yet 
received. The -importance of the new conception hardly re- 
quires any explanation, the importance that is of the concep- 
tion that life on its spiritual side is not subject to the temporal 
authority, but independent of it. It is one aspect, and not 
the least important, of a new development of the significance 
of individual personality, of a new conception of liberty. 

If, however, the conception was significant and its con- 
sequences far-reaching, the attempt to carry it out in the 
practical organisation of human Bociety was, and is to this 
day, immensely difficult. It is easy to see, or to think that 
we see, the distinction between the spiritual a«c^tbb temporal, 
when we think of theiji in general terms or in abstraction 
from the concrete realities of life ; but it is a very different 
von. IV. ,2 b* 
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thing when we endeavour to apply the distinction to these. 
We have endeavoured in the Ifrrst volume to illustrate some 
aspects of this frdm the circumstances of the ninth century, and 
the practical difficulties were greatly increased in the course of 
the tenth and eleventh centuries by the feudalisation of the 
position of the bishops and abbots, and their gro wing political 
importance ; but, qpart from this, the question of the relative 
authority of the two powers presented immense difficulties, 
and the Middle Ages arrived at no final solution of them, nor, 
for that matter, have we achieved this to-day. 

The subject which we have been considering in this volume 
is the question how far, in the elevonth and twelfth centuries, 
the dualistic conception was tending to be replaced by a 
theory of the unity of authority, of the supremacy of one 
power over the other. If we are to attempt to arrive at 
some conclusion we must be careful to distinguish three 
aspects of the question : first, how far in actual fact one 
power interfered with or exercised authority over the other j 
second, how far therp was developed a theory or principle 
of this )' and third, how far what may have happened, or tile 
theories which men formed, had any real importance in the 
actual character of medial val political life and thought. ,j| 

* 

The first question is in our view of very great importance, 
for it seems to us clear that, whatever theoretical judgments 
may have been asserted in the period which we are consider- 
ing, they were not for the most part the results of abstract 
speculation, or the expression of systematic thinking, but 
rather arose out of certain practical difficulties and demands. 
And the first thing that' must be observed is that behind all 
the actions and theories with which we have dealt there lay 
that great movement of religious reform which grew up in 
the later part of the tenth century, the revolt against the 
degraded conditions of t'he Church and thb Papacy, the move- 
ment of which the Cluniac reform was one expression, and of 
which for a tj*y> Cluny was the centre. It is clear that the 
great authority which the emperors, frpm Otto I. to Henry III., 
exercised over the Papacy and the ecclesiastical organisation, 
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was due in the first place to the fact that the whole system 
of the Church was disorganized and degraded* and in the 
second place to the political importance of the great ecclesias- 
tical officers. It is no doubt impossible to distmguish*clearly 
between the influence of political ambitions and of religious 
principles as determining the action of Otto I. with regard to 
the Papacy, but it is true to say that th« authority exercised 
by him and his immediate successors was justified by its 
results. And this is even more obviously true of the action 
of Henry IU. 

It is evident that so long as the imperial action coincided 
with and represented the reforming spirit, many of the most 
eminent and most zealous of the reforming Churchmen took 
little offence. This is, we tliink, clearly evident from the 
attitude of men like Peter Damian and Cardinal Humbert, 
though there were some who even then doubted or denied the 
propriety of the imperial action — men like Thietmar of Merse- 
burg and Wazo of Li&ge, and the author if the tract * De 
Ordinando Pontifice,’ — but they seen* to have been excep- 
tions. The justification of the action of the secular authority 
in the tenth and oleventh centuries rested then not so much 
upon theory as on the practical conditions, and it must 
be observed that the action of Frederick Barbarossa with 
respect to the disputed election of Alexander in. waB 
formally justified by similar considerations — that is, upon the 
contention that if the order of the ecclesiastical system was 
imperilled by its own officers, it was the duty of the head 
of the Temporal power to intervene, not to determine ecclesi- 
astical matters by his own authority, but to set the proper 
ecclesiastical machinery in movement. 

The authority claimed by kings and emperors in the 
appointment of bishops and abbots, while it may have been 
partly justified by similar condition^ was actually the result 
of the political position of the greater clergy, under the 
condition of that feudal system which had grown »up in the 
tenth century ; and, as ft proved, it was infffissible to set it 
aside entirely. Until the death of Henry HI. the reforming 
party, while asserting thb rights of the electors, did notion 



388 CHUBOH AND EMPIRE FROM 1122 TO 1177. [PAST IV. 

» r 

the Whole dispute the propriety of an important place in ap- 
pointment belonging to the political head of the community. 

If, then, it is the truth that the exercise of authority in 
ecclesiastical matters by the secular power had its reasonable 
justification in the actual circ ums tances of these centuries, it is 
also true that the revolt against this arose out of and was 
justified by new conditions, and these new conditions are on 
the whole clear. With the death of Henry III. the Empire 
ceased to represent the movement of reform, and indeed soon 
appeared to be the very centre of degradation, and it waB this 
which brought about the conflict against lay “investiture,” 
that is, appointment by the secular authority. It was thus 
that the conflict presented itself to the reforming party as a 
conflict for the freedom of the Church. It is no doubt true 
that other considerations and other ambitions may have 
entered into it, but it seems to us quite unreasonable to 
suggest that the demand for freedom was unreal : freedom to 
the reforming Churchmen had become the necessary condition 
of reform. It is this* which gives a real significance to the 
first serious attempt to find a solution — that is, the revolu- 
tionary proposal of Paschal II. to surrender the “ regalia ” 
that is the political position and powers of the greater clergy. 
And when it proved' impossible to persuade Churchmen to 
accept so radical a proposal, it became evident that the only 
possible solution lay in compromise, and that is the real nature 
of the settlement of Worms in 1122. 

If we now look at the other side of the question, and ask 
how, and how far the ecclesiastical power came to claim and 
to exercise authority over the secular, it would seem tha t 
we are again dealing with objective facts and their results. 
It was the failure of the reforming spirit in the imperial 
authority which led to the demand for liberty, and it was the 
judgment of Gregory XII. that the secular authority in the 
Empire and also in France was not only the enemy of reform 
but also the real centre of corruption, and especially of simony, 
which moved fifth to attack not merely ecclesiastical offenders, 
but the secular authorities themselves. No doubt this was 
a pew policy, for here as in all history the originative or 
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creative force of individual personality played an important 
or even determining part, but*the policy itsglf was in telligible 
and relevant to the actual circumstances. It was no doubt, 
if not an entirely new thing, yet in that time an almo st, 
revolutionary action to excommunicate the king or emperor, 
but the action represented after all both the fundamen ta l 
principles of ecclesiastical authority, and the actual circum- 
stances of the time. The action was reasonable, but it involved 
consequences which went far beyond itself, for in the judg- 
ment of Gregory the right to excommunicate involved the 
right to depose. 

There is no reason to think that in claiming the right to 
depose a king who had forfeited his place as a member of the 
Christian Church Gregory intended to assert any theoretical 
authority over the Temporal power in temporal matters ; but 
in and through Gregory’s action the Spiritual power was in 
fact claiming a vast and indeterminate authority over the 
Temporal ; and while the Popes between Gregory VII. and 
Innocent III., at any rate after the death of Henry IV., made 
no very serious attempt to assert it, the fact remained that 
the authority had been claimed and the claim had not been 
surrendered. 

We have arrived at the point where we must clearly turn 
to our second question, the question how far in these times 
there did grow up a theory of the supremacy of the one 
power over the other. If we are to avoid falling into con- 
fusion we must here be careful to make some distinctions. 
It might be asserted that one power was superior in intrinsic 
dignity and importance to the other ; or it might be meant that 
the nature of one power was so much superior to the other, 
that, if any question arose between them, the judgment of the 
superior authority jnust prevail ; os it might be meant that 
one of the two powers was the source of the authority of the 
other, and continued in principle to possess a superior authority 
over it even in its own sphere. 

Of these conceptions the first would have been gener- 
ally admitted. It would generally have been assumed, by 
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medieval thinkers that the matters -with which the spiritual 
authority was concerned were* 1 of greater significance than 
those which belonged to the temporal, and that the dignity of 
the ecclesiastical office was greater than that of the secular. 
This is 'the position represented by Hugh of Fleury, and in 
spite of some of the phrases ufeed by writers like Gregory of 
Catino and the author of the York Tractates, would hardly 
have been disputed. 

The second raises a much more difficult question, for the 
general assumption of the Middle Ages was that each author- 
ity had its separate sphere, and in principle the case could 
not arise. It is of course true that all secular as well aB all 
ecclesiastical authority was thought of as being subject to the 
law of God and the law of nature, and that all laws, ecclesi- 
astical or secular, contrary to these were null and void. But 
the law of God and nature must not be confused with the law 
of the Church, with ecclesiastical law. We have dealt with 
this matter at some length in the second volume of this work, 1 
and we there showed fcat there is little evidence that it was 
maintained that the ecclesiastical authority had a final judg- 
ment in cases of conflict between those laws. 

The truth is no doubt that it is very difficult for us to 
interpret the mediae Val temper : we are still in a large 
measure under the influence of a conception of sovereignty 
as .representing some absolute and even arbitrary authority 
in the State or the Church which was unknown to the 
Middle Ages. The only sovereignty they recognised was 
that of the law, and even that was subject to the law of God 
or nature. To them the question of a collision between the 
two systems of law was very different from what it is to us. 
A collision could only properly speaking occur if one authority 
intruded into the sphere of the other. » 

What are we then to say with regard tp the third concep- 
tion f It is in truth clear from the literature which we have 
examined, "that if there was in the eleventh and twelfth cen- 
turies any theory of the supremacy *of the Spiritual over the 
Temporal power in its own sphere, it dm only be found in the 

, 1 Cf. vol. ii., especially pp. 227-233. 



CONCLUSION. 


391 


CHAP. IV.] 

» 

claims set out in some of Gregory VII. ’s letters, «r in 
Honorius of Augsburg and Jbhn of Salisbury, and possibly 
in the canonist Budnus, for in no other of t&ose -writers whom 
we have examined can it be clearly found. We must there- 
fore in the first place ask, Is a theory of this kind implied in 
Gregory VII. ’s writings 1 On the whole we think not. 

These claims were indeed in practice aimost revolutionary ; 
but we must, if we are to understand them, ask what they 
were in principle, and we think that the principle is suffi- 
ciently clear. Gregory claimed the same spiritual jurisdiction 
over kings and emperors as over any other laymen : for due 
cause he had the right to excommunicate them, that is, to 
cut them off from the society of the faithful. And he drew 
from this the conclusion that he had the right, for due 
spiritual cause, and for this alone, to declare tjtem deposed as 
well as excommunicated, to pronounce the oathB of allegiance 
which had been taken to them null and void. It is true 
that he nowhere really discusses the rationale of this, and 
does little more than cite some doubtful precedents, but it 
would seem to be reasonable to think that in his view the 
position of an excommunicated ruler of a Christian society 
was an impossible one. 

This is not the same theory as a claim that the Spiritual 
power, as represented by the Pope, had a supreme authority 
in temporal matters. Indeed it appears to us plain that 
his conduct from 1076 to 1080 is clear evidence that he 
made no such claim and held no such theory. For him the 
position of Henry and of Budolph, once Henry had been 
absolved at Canossa, was a matter to be decided by the 
German people. If he proposed that he or his representative 
should take part in the decision, it was because he had 
been invited to do We do not mean that Gregory VH. 
had quite such a ejear view of the circumstances as that whioh 
we have tried to put into words, but we think that some- 
thing of this kind is implied in his conduct. *The action 
and the words of Gregory undoubtedly impUfei a theory, but it 
was the theory that the spiritual authority was as complete 
with regard to spiritual matters, over those who held temporal 
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authority, as over all other men, and that excommunication 
rendered them incapable of holding authority ; it was not the 
theory that temporal authority was derived from the spiritual, 
or was subject to it in temporal matters. 

It is 'not till we come to Honorius of Augsburg that we 
find anything of this kind. Sere at last we do find some- 
thing of it. Here atdast we seem to find a theory which was 
formally inconsistent with the Gelasian principle, with the 
dualistic theory. For he seems to assert that the ecclesiastical 
authority was the true and onl y representative of ChriBt, and that 
the authority of the secular power was derived from it. It is 
true that this conception is confused to a certain extent by hiB 
reference to the Donation of Constantine. Honorius and 
Placidus of Nonantula are the first writers of whom we can 
say with any confidence that they interpreted the Donation 
as meaning that Constantine handed over to the Pope the 
whole imperial authority in the West ; later in the century 
the same interpretation was set out by the canonist Pancapalea , 1 
and Honorius even seems to interpret it as meaning that 
Constantine surrendered his whole authority in all parts of 
the empire. This conception was, however, not really quite 
consistent with Honorius’s more revolutionary conception, that 
intrinsically all politick! as well as ecclesiastical authority 
belonged to the Spiritual power, and that the secular ruler 
derived his authority from it. 

John of Salisbury seems to imply a similar theory, for he 
maintains that the two swords both belong to the Spiritual 
power, and that it is from it that the prince receives his 
sword, that the prince is the “ minister ” or servant of the 
“ sacerdotium,” and administers that part of the “sacred 
offices ” which are unworthy to be discharged by the priest. 
This statement of John is, however, isolated in his work, 
and it must remain a little uncertain whether he really 
intended to assert all that it might imply. 

The similar phrases of Bernard, which may have been in 
John of Salisbusy’fe mind, are so incidental and casual that we 
cannot interpret them as meaning that he held this view, and 

, * Cf. vol.ii.p. 211. *■ 
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the phrases of Hugh of St Victor are too vague to enabte us 
to form any judgment. There is, as far as wg know, only one 
other writer of the twelfth century whose treatment of the 
relation of the two powers may seem to tend in this direction, 
and that is the canonist Bufinus in his work on Gratian’s 
‘ Decretum.’ We have discussed the passage at length in 
our second volume, and we can only say again that while he 
seems to interpret the phrase in Gratian’s ‘ Decretum,’ D. xxii. 1, 
“ clavigero (i.e., Petro), terreni simul et celestiB imperii iura 
commisit,” as meaning that in some sense the Pope had 
authority in secular matters as well as spiritual, his words 
also suggest that he did not understand this to mean much 
more than that it was for the pope to confirm the election of 
emperor, and to correct him and other secular rulers if they 
misused their authority. 1 « 

These contentions of Honorius, of John of Salisbury, and of 
Bufinus are important, for they seem to mark the first appear- 
ance of a new theory, a theory which, in contradiction to the 
traditional view of the Church, would Have reduced the con- 
ception of authority in the Church to one. In the next 
volume we shall have to consider the history and significance 
of this conception in the thirteenth century. There is no 
evidence that it had been put forward lay any writer in the 
tenth or eleventh centuries ; in the twelfth it appears in 
Honorius, perhaps in John of Salisbury and Bufinus, but, it 
should be carefully observed, in them alone. 

It may possibly be suggested that we should connect with 
this the curious episode of the letter of Hadrian IV. to 
Frederick Barbarossa, in which he was suspected of having 
intended to imply that the Empire was a fief of the Papacy, 
and the emperor the vassal of the Pope. If we are to 
think that Hadrian W. meant to assert this, it would no 
doubt be significant of the papal policy ; but it must be 
remembered that Hadrian explicitly withdrew such a claim, 
or rather emphatically repudiated such a construction of his 
words. 8 And, in any case, a claim to feudal superiority 
would have been a totally different thing from a claim 

* Cf. vol. ii. p. 208. * 1 Of. p. 317. 
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to the intrinsic supremacy of the Spiritual over the Temporal 
power. t * 

The theory therefore that the authority of the Temporal 
power was derived from and subject to the Spiritual, so far as it 
existed in the twelfth century, was a merely private opinion 
set out by one or perhaps three important writers ; it must 
not be represented? as having any official authority in the 
Church, and as being generally or widely held. It received no 
sanction from any Council or from any Pope. 

We must finally ask how far the actions and theories which 
we have been considering had any really important place in 
the actual public life of the eleventh and twelfth centuries. 
In endeavouring to answer this question, we must distinguish 
rather sharplyr between the significance of the principles and 
actions of Gregory VTI. and that of the theories of those 
twelfth-century writers which we have just been considering. 

The action of Gregory VII. contributed to produce a storm 
which raged at least "till the death of Henry IV., and the 
principle that the Popes had authority not only to excom- 
municate but also to depose the secular ruler for spiritual 
offences continued to be held by the Popes for many centuries. 
That, however, is not the same as to say that the power of 
deposition was generally recognised ; the power of excommuni- 
cation was probably not seriously questioned, but the power 
of deposition was another matter, and it was emphatically 
denied by many, even in the time of Henry IV. The truth 
is that, except when there was discontent and revolt against 
a king or emperor for other reasons, it generally had little 
significance. We shall have to consider the matter much 
more fully in the next volume, when we deal with the 
thirteenth century. As far as the twelfth century is con- 
cerned the matter had kittle importance. 

The theories of Honorius,. of John of Salisbury, and of 
Bufinus, as far as the twelfth century was concerned, were 
merely the theories of individuals, and had no relation to the 
actual facts and conditions of life ; they did not themselves 
dra,w any practical conclusions from* them, and there is no 
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reason to think that they had any important place even in 
the thought of the time. It *was indeed jjist at this time 
that in the hands of the great administrators of England and 
of France the powers and authority of the State were being 
organised and extended, and it is absurd to think that the 
great kings and ministers would have recognised that they 
held an authority delegated to them by tlse Pope. The truth 
is that the difficulty of distinguishing clearly the precise 
border-line of the authority of the two powers was great, but 
the distinction was still generally held, and assumed as part of 
the divine order. 

The principle of the relation between the two authorities 
as it was generally accepted throughout the time of which 
we are speaking is nowhere belter expressed than in the 
words of the canonist Stephen of Tournai, writing in the 
latter part, of the twelfth century. In the one common- 
wealth and under the one king there are two peoples, two 
modes of life, two authorities, and a twofold jurisdiction. 
The commonwealth is the Church ; the two peoples are the 
two orders in j,ho Church — that is, the clergy and the laity ; 
the two modes of life are the spiritual and the carnal ; the 
two authorities are the priesthood and the kingship ; the 
twofold jurisdiction is the divine law ahd the human. Give 
to each its due, and all things will be brought into agreement . 1 


1 Stephen of Tournai, * Summa 
Decreti,’ Introduction : “ In oadem 

oivitate sub eodem rogo duo populi 
sunt, et secundum duos populos duse 
vitee, secundum duas vitas duo prin- 
cipatus, secundum duos principatus 
duplex iurisdiotionis ordo procedit. 
Ci vitas eoolesia ; oivitatis rex Christ us ; 


duo populi duo in eoclesia ordines, 
clericorum et laicorum; dun vitte, 
spiritualis et carnalis ; duo princi- 
patus, sacerdotium et regnum ; duplex 
iuriadictio, divinum ius et humanum. 
Redde singula singulis et convenient 
universe.” 
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ment independent of Popes, 346. 
Arnulf, Archbishop of Rheims — 

Eleoted by bishops, clergy, and 
people, with consent of king, 

32. 

Deprived by Council of Verzy, 991 
—32. 

Arnulf, historian of Milan Church, 78. 
Reports decree forbidding lay in- 
' vestiture, 76. 

Arnulf, Bishop of Auxonno, appointed 
by Gregory *V 38. 

Atto, Bishop oLVerself — 

Conditions of ‘episcopal appoint- 
ment, 26. 

Atto, eleoted to archbishopric of Milan 
with consent of Rome, 76. 

Augkburg, Council of, 962 — 3. 

Auxonne : Election to*oishoprio of, 4. 


Avarice — 

Hie characteristic fault of the 
Churoh (Gerhoh), 378. 

The source of extortion and cor- 
ruption, 379. 

Of the Roman people, compelled 
Popes since time of Gregory to 
raise large sums of money, 379. 

AviBgaudus : Had resigned hiB bishopric 
and wished to resume it, 28. 

Bamberg, Bishop of : Accused of 
simony, 1070 — 62. 

“ Beato etern® vit® olavigero terreni 
simul et crelestis imperii iura com- 
miait," 46. 

Benedict V. — 

Electod by Romans, brought before 
Council and exiled, 064 — 14. 

His deposition condemned by 
Thietmar, 17. 

Benedict IX. : Reference to paper by 
R. L. Poole, 18. 

Benedict X., Pope : Elected by Roman 
factions, but refused by cardinals, 24. 

Boneventum — 

Treaty of, between Hadrian IV. 
and Normans, 1156 — 312. 

Treaty disquieted German bishops, 
316. 

Bernald— 

Correspondence with Bernard of 
Constance, 212-215. 

Consults Bernard about propriety 
of form of action of Gregory VII. 
in 1076, 212. 

Condemns, along with Bernard, 
proceedings of Henry IV. and 
lus Council at Worms, 213. 

Not clear as to whether Pope is 
liable to judgment of a Council, 
213. 

Reports that Gregory VII. was 
willing to submit to judgment of 
a Council, 213, 214. 

Contends that the faitliful must 
avoid society of excommunicated 
persons, 237. 

That Popes have authority to ex- 
communicate and depose secular 
princes, 237, 

That the Popes have power to 
absolve subjects from oath of 
fidelity, 237. 

That, in doing this they were de- 
claring that these were void 
already, 237, 238. 

Bernard of Constance — 

Popes permit subjects to admonish 
them, 212. 

Correspondence with Bernald and 
Adalbert, 212-218. 

A little doubtful about regularity 
of Gregory VH.’s action ui 1076, 

‘ & 12 . 

* Liber Cenonum oontra Heinricum 
Quantum,* 231-233. 
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Origip of oonfliot to bo looked for 
in the principles of exc o mm uni - 
cation, 231. 

Excommunication must be re- 
speoted till rescinded, 232. 

Pope not subject to human judg- 
ment, 232. 

Wrongful oaths invalid, 232. 

Justifies excommunication and de- 
position of kings, 232. 

Bernard, St- 

Said to have eonfirxned Innocent H. 
in refusal to restore investiture 
to Emperor, 309. 

Seems to maintain that the “ two 
swords ” both belong to the 
Church, 333-335. 

Bernheim, E. : Endeavours to prove 
tliat special decree of Hadrian I. and 
Leo III., granting investiture to 
emporors, was produced between 
1084 and 1087, 84, note. 

Berthold- — 

Claimed archbishopric of Bes»n? on, 
28. 

Rejected by Council of Maintz 
because not elected by clergy 
and people, 28. 

Borthold, ‘Annales,’ 102. 

Besanf on : Disputed claim to arch- 
bishopric, decided at Council of 
Maintz, 5, 28. 

Bishops : Appointment and position of, 
before 1073, 20-39. 

Atto of Voreelli : statement of 
principles of election of bishops, 
26. 

Abbo of Floury : principle of elec- 
tion of, 27. 

Fulbort of Chartres: principles of 
election, 27, 28. 

Canon of Council of Rheims, urging 
episcopal election by clergy and 
people, 28, 67, 67. 

Rejection of claimant to arch- 
bishopric of Besanfon because 
not elected by clergy and people, 
28, 67. 

St TJdalrio asks emperor to confer 
his bishopric, after his death, on 
his nephew, 29. 

Ratherius of Verona says kings 
have power to elect or designate, 
30. 

Rodolfus Glaber says king has 
power to appoint to sacred 
offices, 30. 

Various statements* by Qerbert 
(Sylvester II.), 30-33. 

Treatment of subject by Peter 
Damian, 33, 35, 69. 

Ty^iieal elections before 1073, 35- 

Bishop and abbot subject to and 
vassals of emperor, king, os lord, 
by end of third century, 42- 

44 . 


As vassals, subject to ejnperor’s 
court, 43. 

Subject to ecclesiastical court in 
spiritual matters, but to secular 
court is eacular matters (Wazo), 
43. 

Indignation of clergy and people of 
Trier at appointment of arch- 
bishop without regard to them, 
67. 

• Treatment of subject by Cardinal 
Humbert, 67-68. 

Bishops : Election and investiture of — 
Gregory VII., 69-80. 

Wenrich of Trier, 81, 82. 

Wido of Ferrara, 82-86. 

Manegold, 86-90. 

Cardinal Deusdedit, 00-95. 

Urban II., 97. 

Hugh of Fleury, 102, 103. 

Ivo of Chartres, 97-102. 

‘ Tractatus de Investiture Epia- 
coporum,’ 103-100. 

Gregory of Catino, 106. 
RangeriuB, 108-110. 

Policy of Paschal II., 111-128. 

Discussion of Kftis policy by — 
Bruno of Segni, 129. 

Godfrey of Vondome, 130. 

* Disputatio vel Defensio Pas- 
chalis Papa-,' 131, 132. 

Plucidus of Nonantula, 132-140. 

Poli«ty of Calixtus II., 141-164. 

Godfrey of Vendome, 149-158. 

Settlement of Worms, 151-164. 

Later interpretation of this, 307- 
311. 

Bishops : Position of — 

They have disciplinary authority 
ov<6r kings in spiritual matters, 
269. 

Can excommunicate king, 269. 

They have the image of Christ, the 
king has the image of God, 2D8. 

Their dignity greater than that of 
the king, 269. 

Can only be judged by ecclesiastical 
court, 209. 

Represent the human nature of 
Christ, the king the divine 
nature (‘ Tractatus Ebora- 
censos ’), 273, 274. 

Elected by clergy and people, and 
invested by the Pope (Honorius), 
292 . 

Exaotions of, denounced by John 
of Salisbury, 339. 

Bonizo, Bishop of Sutri — „ 

Justifies Gregory VII. in deposing 
Henry, 236. a 

Cites precedents for excommunica- 
tion and ^letiosition of kings by 
Popes, 236. 

Attributes election of Rudolph at 
Forcheim to princes, and speaks 
of it as the cause of muofi evil, 
236. 
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B rgy cr „ R. : Position of Arnold von 
Brescia, 348, note. 

Brixdh, Council of. 1080, at 'which 
Gregor y VII. was deposed, and 
Qtnhert elected Pot*. 

Bruno, Bishop of Wurzburg, supports 
election of Wazo, 37. 

Bruno of Toul (Pope Leo IX.) : Ac- 
count of his election, 22, 23. 

Bruno, Pope Gregory V. : A clerk of 

. the royal chapel, 16. e 

Bruno, Bishop of Segni : Condemns 
Pasohal II.’s surrender bf investiture, 
129. 

Bruno, ‘ De Bello Saxonico,' 182. 

Burchardt, Count : Attempts to inter- 
fere with election of bishop, 36. 

Cadalous of Forma, Antipope ( Honoriua 
ID- 

Elected, 1061, by synod of German 
and Lombard bishops, 34. 

Denounced by Peter Lombard for 
presumption in venturing to 
claim Roman See without elec- 
tion of Rome, the people, and 
the clergy, $>l, 36. 

Calirtus II., Pope- 

While Archbishop of Vienne, held 
a Council at Vienne, 141. 

Declared lay investiture heresy, 
and excommunicated Henry V., 
141. , 

Threatened to renounce obedience 
to Paschal II. unless he con- 
firmed action of Council, 141-143. 

Elected Pope at Cluny, 1116- — 143. 

Attempted settlement of investi- 
ture controversy, 143-149. 

Excommunicates and ' deposes 
Henry V., 148, 149. 

Conciliatory letter to Henry V-, 
February 1122, 160. 

Bends legate to Germany, 160. 

Letter to him from Archbishop of 
Maintx about settlement of 
Worms, 161. 

Cambrai — 

Attack on it, commanded by Pas- 
ohal II.. 864. 

Horror of Sigebert at result, 264. 

Canossa : Submission of Henry IV. ; 
terms of absolution, 192, 193, 201. 

Cardinals : Their primary place in elec- 
tion of Popes under Nicholas II., 24. 

Cethulfus : His phrase about the king 
having the image of God,, while 
bishop has image of Christ : p'oesible 
reminiscence of this in Hugh of 
Fleury, 26E 

Cauchie, A. : H J^a Querelle des Investi- 
tuxes dans lee diocbdes ds Li6ge et de 
Cambrai,’ 261. 

Celestine I., Pope : “ Nullus invitis 

detur episcopus,” cited by Mane- 
gojd, attributed by him to Innocent 
I* 86. 


Chapel Royal — 

Bruno (Gregory V.)* clerk of the, 16. 
Peter Damian denounces the ap- 
pointment to bishoprics of clergy 
of royal chapelB, 34. 

Court of Henry III. urges upon him 
eleotion of bishop from clergy of 
royal chapels, as against Waco 
of Litge, 87. 

Importance of their clergy in civil 
administration, 61. 

Clement II. (Suidger)-— 

Elected Pope, 18. 

Confirms eleotion of Archbishop of 
Salerno, 39. 

Clement, Antipope. See under Guibert. 

Clergy — 

Inferior, take part in Church Coun- 
cils, 6. 

Clermont — 

Council of, 1096, Crusade pro- 
claimed by Urban II., 266. 
Urban renews prohibition of lay 
investiture at, 266. 

Urban excommunicates Philip few 
deserting his wife, 266. 

Cluny, Abbey of : Importance of re- 
ligious revival which it stimulated, 60. 

Conrad II., Emperor s Presides with 
Pope at Councils in Romo and in 
Frankfort, 6. 

Conrad, son of Henry IV. — 

Crowned king, 1087 — 265. 

Revolts against father, 1093 — 266. 
Crowned by Archbishop of Milan, 
1098—265. 

Recognised by Urban II., and 
swears fidelity to him, 255. 
Death, 1100—256. 

Conrad III., Emperoi -. Does not seem 
to have maintained the settlement of 
Worms very carefully, 310. 

Constance, Treaty of, between Frederick 
and the Pope, 312. 

Constantine I. : Story of his humility 
at Council of Nice, cited by Ratherius 
of Verona, 41. 

Constantine," “ Donation of — 

Quoted in part by Gregory of 
Catino, 107. 

Part referred to by Rangerius of 
Lucca, 109. 

Great grants reoeived by Church 
since time of Constantine, re- 
ferred to by Plaoidns of Nonan- 
tuB», 139. 

Cited by Leo IX., 168. 

Gregory' VII. refers to lands and 
revenues given by him to 
Church, 208. 

Plaoidus interprets it at meaning 
* surrender of political authority 
in the West, 284. 

Hoharius of Augsburg interprets it 
< as meaning surrender of all poli- 
tical authority to the Pope, 289, 
290. 
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Treated as an obvious fabrication 
by Wezel in latter to Frederick I., 
346. 9 

Also by Otto III., 346. 

Interpreted by Gerhoh as giving 
Pope secular authority in city of 
Rome, 380. 

Corsica : Claim to possess, by Gregory 
VTI., 304. 

Council, General — 

Gerhoh claims that question of 
eleotion of Alexander III. should 
be settled as one, 366, 368, 
371. 

Gerhoh admits that no one could 
judge Pope, but General Council 
could decide election, 368. 
Councils — 

Trosliauum, 909 — 3. 

Augsburg, 952—3. 

Frankfurt, G, 6. 

Paris, 1046—5. , 

Maintz, 1049—5, 0, 28. 

Kheiins, 1049 — 6, 24, 56, 64, 145, 
149. 

Cremona, 1067 — 6. 

„ 898—11. 

„ 964 — 13. 

Rome, 998 — 4. 

„ 1027—5. 

„ 1059 — 6. 

„ 1076—7, 184. 

„ 1078—196. 

„ 1079—196. 

„ 1080—200. 

Sutri, 1045—15. 

Guastalla, 1106—113. 

Lateran, 1112, 1116 — 141. 
Nordhausen, 266. 

Pavia, 1100—321, &c. 

Toulouse, 366. 

Opposition to Papal Council in 
France, 56. 

German bishops maintain Papal 
Legate could not hold Council in 
Germany, but only Pope, 63. 
Crusade proclaimed by Urban at Cler- 
mont, 1086—256. 


Daimbert, Archbishop of Sens : Said to 
have received inveetiture from King 
of France, 98. 

Dalmatia, feudal relation with. Papacy, 
304, 305. 

Damasus II. (Poppo of Brjxen), Pope : 
Elected by Henry III. and his court, 
21 . 

‘ De Unitate Ecoleaiee Conservanda ’ — 
The first critical disousaiora of 
alleged precedents for excom- 
munication of kings, 243-245. 
Careful restatement and explana- 
tion of Gelasius' doctrine sbf* the 
two powers, 245-248. 

The royal authority divine, and re- 
sistance to it impious, x48. 

VOL. IV. 


Account of Henry’s cording to 
Rome, treatment of election of 
Guibert as taking place there, 
248, 24tT 

Contention that, even if Guibert’s 
original election was irregular, 
be might be recognised after 
death of Gregory VH., pre- 
cedents for Buoh action, 249. 

‘ De Ordinando Pontifice * — 

By a Fsench Churchman, 1ft. 

Condemns Henry III. for Bitting in 
judgment on Pope, 19. 

Denounces Henry lll.’s incestuous 
marriage, 19. 

Emperor holds the place of the 
devil, not of Christ, when he 
uses the sword, 19. 

Protests against election of Pope 
made without consent of French 
bishops, 1ft. 

Denmark : Feudal relation with Papacy, 
304. 

Deusdedit, Cardinal- 

Treatment of investiture question, 
90-95. 

Episcopal election, requires free- 
dom of, and condemns appoint- 
ment by secular power, 90. 

Denies that Church is Hubjeot to 
rnval power, and that kingB can 
appoint ministers of religion at 
their discretion, 90. 

Cites Apostolical Canons and ons- 
tom of Church, 91. 

Aware that Roman Church at one 
time notified election of Pope 
t.o Smperor before consecration, 
92. 

Nicholas II.'s decree invalidated by 
action of Imperial Court, 92. 

Text of Nicholas’ decree doubtful, 
92. 

Even if genuine, invalid, 92, 93. 

Even if there were ancient custom 
of secular appointment, it was 
bad and invalid, 94. 

b ocular appointment the cause of 
simony and unworthiness of 
ecclesiastics, 94. 

Quotes decree of 1089, 96. 

Applies the same principle to 
private patronage of parish 
churches — priests should be ap- 
pointed by clergy and people, 95. 

‘ Lfbellns contra Invosoree et 
Symomaoos,’ 258-261. 

Recognition of distinctive func- 
tions of the two pofcers, 258. 

The Church only u»8e the spiritual 
sword, 258. * 

Discussion of question of relative 
authority of ecclesiastical and 
seoular law, 269-261. 

Sacerdotal authority created by 
God, regal authority by man, 
J59, 260, 

2 o 
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‘ Dicta ‘cuiuadani de discordia Paps et 
Regis,' 225-227 — 

Discussion of right* of Emperor in 
election of Pope, 225. 

Gregory VII. had obtained Papaoy 
by help of faction, 226. 

Ri|ht of Emperor to depose Pope, 


“ Dictatus Paps,” assert papal powers 
to depose Emperor, 176. 

‘ Dieputatio vel Defensiti Paschalis 
Paps,’ 131 — 

Writer suggests terms of settlement 
of Worms, 132. 

“ Donation of Constantine." See under 
Constantine. 

Dlimmler, E., contends decree of 
Hadrian I. and Leo III., granting 
“ investiture ” to emperor, was first 
oited by Wido of Ferrara, 84, note. 


Ecclesiastical and secular authorities — 

Gelasius’ doctrine restated at 
Council of Tkosly, 3. 

Otto III. takes part in various 
Church Councils, 4. 

Conrad II. and Henry III. take 
part in Church Councils, 5. 

Part taken by inferior clergy and 
laity, 6, 6, 7. 

Part of clergy in temporal matters, 

8 . 

Popes and bishops’ authority in 
appointment of Emperor and 
kings, 8. 

Authority of Pope in appointing 
Emperor or King ol •Germany, 
8, 10, 169. 

Authority of Emperor in appoint, 
ing Popes, 11-24. 

Presence of imperial envoy at 
papal elections sanctioned by 
Council of Rome, 898, to prevent 
violence, 11, 12. 

Deposition of Pope John XII. by 
Council of Romo and Otto 1., 
964—13. 

Election of Leo VIII. by same, 
964—13. 

Benedict V., elected by Romans, 
brought before Council, and ex- 
iled, 14. 

“ Privilegium ” of Otto I., 962, 
with regard to papal election, 15. 

Relation of Temporal and Spiritual 
powers before Gregory VII., 
40-48. 

Threat *of Gregory VII. to issvte 
general* ejtcdtnmunioation of 
France, and to take kingdom 
from Philip I., 64, 65, 173-176. 

Discussion of relations by Cardinal 
Deusdedit, 90. 

King the head, of the Church, 
according to Gregory of Catino, 
106. 


Calixtus H. deposes Henry V., 148, 
149. 

Political conflict of Papacy and 
Empire, 165. 

Position and claims of Gregory VII., 
165-210. 

Gelasius’ theory and its modifica- 
tions in ninth century, 165-167. 
Leo IX. claims earthly as wall as 
heavenly empire, 167, 168. 

Leo IX. quotes “ Donation of Con- 
stantino,’’ 1S8. 

Position of Peter Damian, 168, 169. 
Position of Cardinal Humbert, 169, 
170. 

Change of papal policy on succes- 
sion of Gregory VH., 172. 
Gregory VII. : Letter to Sanoho 
of Aragon and “ Dictatus Popse,” 
176. 

Deposition of Gregory VII. by 
Henry, and excommunication 
and deposition of Henry by 
Gregory, 181-186. 

Discussion of this in their letters, 
181-191. 

Policy of Gregory VII. and Henry 
IV. till 1080, 191-200. 

Canossa, 192-194. 

Gregory mediates between Henry 
IV. and Rudolph of Suabia, 194- 
200 . 

Excommunication and deposition 
of Henry IV., 1080—200-203. 
Claim of Gregory that Church 
could take away and grant king- 
doms, Ac., 201-203. 

Gregory sanctions election of 
Rudolph, 201-203. 

Henry deposes Gregory VII. in 
Council of Brixen, 203, 204. 
Council of Brixen elects Guibert as 
Pope, 203, 204. 

Claim of Gregory in letter to 
Hermann of Metz, 204-206. 
Gregory claims right to approve 
election of German king and 
oath of obedience, in terms of 
vassalage, 208, 209. 

Discussed by — 

Gebhardt, 216. 

Wenrich, 219. 

Peter Crassus, 222. 

‘ Dicta cuiusdam de discordia 
Paps et Regis,’ 225-227. 

Wide* Bishop of Osnaburg, 227- 
231. 

Bernard of Constance, 212*215, 
231-233. 

Manegold of Lautenbach, 233- 
236. 

t Booizo, Bishop of Sutri, 236. 
Anselm, Bishop of Lucca, 236, 
t 237. 

Bemald, 237, 238. 

Wjito, Bishop of Ferrara, 239* 
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Discussed by — 

' De Unitate EooleeirB Conaorvan- 
da,’ 242-249. * 

Summary of first stage of discus- 
sion, 249-262. 

Vi o tor IU., supposed tendency to 
come to terms with Henry IV., 
253. 

Urban H., bis policy, 2S3-25S. t 

Paschal II., his policy, 256-267. 

Discussed by — 

Cardinal Densdedit, 25S-261. 

Sign bert of Qembloux, 261. 

Hugh of Fleury, 266. 

' Tractatus EDoraoemses,’ 273- 
277. 

Gregory of Catino, 282. 

Placidus of Nonantula, 283. 
Godfrey of Vendome, 286. 
Honorius of Augsburg, 286-294. 

Dispute between Frederick I. and 
Hadrian IV. about supposod 
claim that Emperor was vassal 
of Pope, 313-316. 

Treatmont of relations by Gerhoh, 
366-383. 

Summary of conclusions from 
materials dealt with in this 
volume, 384-396. 

Elster, battle of the : Death of Rudolph 
of Stiabia, 1080—207. 

Emperor — 

Place in papal election, 11-24. 

Plaoe in episcopal elections, 26-39. 

Eleeted by Pope or bishops with 
approval of princes and people 
(Honorius), 291. 

England : Settlement of investiture 
question. 111. 112. 

Eskil of Lund seized in Burgundy : 
Frederick I. refuses to interfere, 313. 

Eugenius III. ( Pope) : Annuls appoint- 
ment of Archbishop of Magdeburg 
by Frederick 1., 311. 

Excommunication — 

Threat of general excommunication 
in France by Gregory VII., 64, 
66 . 

Gregory VII. threatens to excom- 
municate Philip I., 173-176. 

Gregory VII. excommunicates and 
deposes Henry IV., 1076 — 184, 
186. 

Godfrey of Vendome Srges great 
dangers of unwise uee of excom- 
munication, 162. ' 

Defence of excommunication and 
deposition of kings by Gtegory 
Vll. in letter to Hermann of 
Mete, 187-204. 

Conflict with Henry due to neglect 
of rule of excommunication 
(Gebhardt), 216. , • 

Binding till reversed by competent 
authority (Gebhardt), 216. 

IS unjust, invalid (W*nrioh), 219, 
920. 


No Pope before Gregory VII. had 
excommunicated prince (Wido 
of Ostftburg), 229. 
Excommunication of prince con- 


trary to edifioation, 229. 
Attempt to explain ayray action 
of Ambrose against Theodosius, 
229. 


Conflict due to neglect of rule of 
excommunication (Bernard of 
Constance), 231. 

Excommunication mUBt be re- 
spected till rescinded (Bernard 
of Constance), 231. 

Defence of excommunication of 
kings, 232. 

Pope has power to excommunicate 
and depose kings (Bemald), 237. 

Critical examination of alleged pre- 
cedents of excommunication of 
kings by Popes, ‘ De Unitate,’ 
243-248. 

Sigebert of Oembloux doubts 
whether kings can be excom- 


municated; 261. 

Sigebert complains bitterly that 
Pope Bhould treat people of 
Li6ge as excommunicated be- 
cause they adhered to their 
bishop, who was true to his 
dath to Henry IV., 261. 

Hugh of Fleury affirms that kings 
may be excommunicated by 
bishop, 269. 

Godfrey of Venddme, warning 
against unwise excommunica- 
tjpn, 285. 


Faenza : Letter of Teter Damian to 
clergy and people, recognising their 
right to elect bishop ; place of Pope 
in appointment ; praises thenf for 
waiting for arrival of king, 34. 

Feudal authority — 

Claim to this by Gregory VII. in 
Germany, in letter to Altmann 
of Passau, 1081—208, 209, 306. 
Of Papacy, 298-306. 

Silvester II. and Hungary, 298. 
Nicholas II. and Normans in Italy, 
299. 

Alexander II. and William the 
Conqueror in England, 299. 
Repudiated by William, 300. 
(gregory VII. and Normans in 
Italy, 300, 30** 

„ and Spain, 301, 302. 

„ and dlungary, 303, 

, . 994 . 

and Russia, 304. 

„ and Denmark, 304, 

306. 

„ and Corsica, 304. 

„ and Dalmatic* 304, 

• 305. 

„ and Saxony, 306, 306. 

„ and Provence, 306. 


1 
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Normans swear fidelity to Hadrian 
IV., 1166—312. 

Feudal obligations — r 

Gerhoh condemns rendering of 
homage by bishops, also mili- 
tary service by bishops, 347, 348, 
360, 369. 

In a later treatise Gerhoh allows 
the oath and military service, 
352. a 

In a still later treatise he is very 
doubtful, 354. 

Franoe : Settlement of investiture 

question. 111. 

Frederick I., Emperor — 

Interpretation of settlement of 
Worms, 311. 

Concludes Treaty of Constance 
with Pope, 1153—312. 

Dispute with Hadrian IV. about 
letter which seemed to treat 
emperor as vassal, 313-318. 
Dispute with Hadrian IV. about 
secular authority in Borne, rela- 
tions of Italian bishops to 
Emperor, and territories claimed 
by Pope, 319. 

Refuses to renew Treaty of Con- 
stance as having been violated 
by Treaty of Boneventum, 320. 
Claim that General Council alone 
could decide claim between the 
two claimants to Papacy, 1 159 ; 
the duty of the emperor to 
summon the Council, 321, 

Letter to German bishops inviting 
them to Council of Pav^s, 321. 
Council, not Emperor, to docide 
between claimants to papal 
throne, 322. 

_ Seems to claim that he and Kings 
of France and England had 
some authority in recognition 
of Pope, 324. 

Confirms decision of Council of 
Pavia against Alexander III,, 
specially on aooount of charge 
of conspiracy, 328. 

Conflict with Alexander III. con- 
tinued till Peace of Venice in 
1177, at which he recognised 
Alexander III., 328. 

Fulbert, Bishop of Chartres — 

Repudiates arbitrary authority of 
prince in episcopal election 27. 
^Admits reasonable place of prince 
in eleotion, 27, 28. 

Account of appointment to abbey 
of St Fetsr, 36- « 

Gebhardt, Archbishop of Salzburg — 
Letter to Hermann, Bishop of 
Mate, 215-218. 

Bays great stress on neglect of 
rule of the Chifrch in cases of 
excommunicated persona : cause 
of conflict, 215, 216, 


Excommunication binding till re- 
, mitted by competent authority, 

f 216. 

Pc^e cannot be judged by man. 

Oath of allegianoe, wrongly taken, 
not valid, 216. 

Gregory VII. may have acted with 
i undue harshness, 217. 

Henry and his supporters respon- 
sible for all the trouble by their 
action at Worms, 1076 — 217. 
Gebhardt, Bishop of Eiehstftdt (Pope 
Viotor II.) : His eleotion, 23. 
Gelasius I. — 

His doctrine of the two powers re- 
stated by Council, 900 A.D., 3, 
note. 

Peter Damian : his judgment 
based on tradition of GelaBius, 
. 47 - . 

His doctrine restated and modified 
in ninth century, 165-167. 

His doctrine restated and expanded 
by author of ' Do Unitate,’ 245- 
248. 

By ‘ Tractatus Eboracenses,’ 281. 
Contradicted apparently by Hono- 
rius of Augsburg, 288, 289. 

Cited by Gerhoh of Reicheisbarg, 
364. 

Gelasius IX., Pope — 

Elected 1118, died 1119—143. 
Excommunicated Henry V. and 
Antipope, 143. 

Gerbert. See under Silvester II. 

Gerhoh of Reiohersberg, 342-383. 

His account of election of Alex- 
ander 111. and Victor, 320, 364. 
Bom 1093 or 1094, died 1169 — 342. 
Provost of Collegiate Church of 
Roiehorsborg, 1132-1169 — 342. 
His treatment of the tenure of the 
“ regalia ” by the Church, 347- 
360. 

Denounces the custom that the 
groat ecclesiastics should do 
homage and take oath of fidelity 
for “ regalia,” 347, 351. 
Denouncos rendering of military 
service by clergy for “ regalia, 
348, 350. 

Purposes of Church property, 348. 
Three 4 forms of Church property, 
348. 

Better That the Church lack 
“ regalia ” than be involved in 
secular affairs, 349. 

Recount of negotiations between 
Paschal II. and Henry V., 353. 
Summary of arguments which 
alight be used Tor and against 
• (jhurch tenure of “ regalia,” 350. 
Tenure of “ regalia involved 
danger of oonfusioa of functions 
of temporal and spiritual power, 
f 856. - 

( 
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Repudiates Arnold of Brescia's 
doctrine that the Church in- 
volved in secular affairs ceascfi 
to be the Church of God, 358. 

His treatment of ge ne ral relation 
of Temporal and Spiritual powers, 
361-383. 

Defends excommunication and de- 
position of wicked kings, 1151 — 
361-364. * 

Suggests intervention of Church in 
international affairs, 362. 

His difficulty in deciding between 
Alexander III. and Victor, 304. 

The alleged conspiracy against 
Frederick, 365. 

The refusal of Alexander to submit 
his case to Council, 305. 

Admits that no one oould judge 
Pope, but this principle did not 
apply to disputed election, 367. 

A General Council the only remedy*, 
366, 368, 370. 

Strongly denounces policy of Rome 
— its attempt to reduce power of 
bishops and bring all the Church 
under immediate government of 
Rome, 369. 

Denounces Roman alliance with 
Sicily and Milan, 369, 370. 

Condemns tendency of papal party 
to claim political authority over 
Emporor, 371. 

Tliis would destroy the power 
created by God, and confound 
the nature of the “ two swords,” 
371. 

Victor dead : Gerhoh recognises 
Alexander III., 373. 

Still much concerned about alleged 
conspiracy against emperor, 373. 

Suggests repudiation of policy of 
Hadrian IV. — i.e., treaty of 
Benevnntum, 374, 375. 

Urges Gelasian doctrine, 375, 376. 

Report of conversation with Fred- 
erick I., 376. 

Urges that if General Council can- 
not be held, the Pope should 
by public letter clear himself of 
the charges brought against him, 
377. 

An exile from Reichersberg, 378. 

Defends lawful positirn of Pope, 
but condemns unsparingly the 
avarice of the ChArch, the worst 
vice of the time, 378, 379, 383. 

Defends the Catholics fighting 
against schismatics, 380. 

Warns Pope against clftltn to 
secular authority, 380. 

Interprets “ Donation of iCona tan- 
tine ” as perhaps giving Pope 
secular authority in Rime, but 
actually the emperor had ruled 
both there and its the world, 
£ 80 . , 


Denounces the scandal Which had 
arisen about Hadrian IV.'s letter 
to Frederick I., 381, 382. 
Account of election of emperor by 
the princes and the people, and 
of the Pope by the clergy : it 
was neither the emperor who 
elected the Pope nor the Pope 
the emperor, 382. „ 

Gierke, Otto von s * Political Theories 
of the Middle Ages,’ 336. 

Glaber, Rodolphus : No one can be 
Emperor without Pope’s choice, 9. 

Godfrey, Abbot of Venddme — 

Condemns Paschal’s surrender of 
investiture, 130. 

Discussion of investiture, 149, 151. 
Validity of bishop’s office depends 
upon election as well as consecra- 
tion, 149, 150. 

Place of olergy in election, 149, 150. 
hay investiture a heresy, 150. 
Investiture with ring and staff, a 
sacramental action, 150. 

Not even J^pme can alter law of 
Church, 151. 

Admits propriety of some form of 
royal investiture with property, 
151-154, 156. 

Not with ring and staff, 152. 

Wjrna against injudicious use of 
excommunioution, 152, 285. 

“ Dispensationes ” sometimes per- 
mitted, 154, 155. 

Catholic Church must be free and 
chaste, 155. 

Divine authority of king over clergy 
aS well as over laity, 286. 

Great mischief of conflict between 
“ regnum ” and “ sacerdotium,” 
285. 

Gotofrid elected Archbishop of Itfilan 
by bishops with royal mandate, 76. 

Grado : Relation to Patriarch of 

Aquileia, 5. 

Gregory of Cat i no — 

Discussion of investiture, 106-108. 
Describes king as head of Church : 
should therefore take part in ap- 
pointment of prelates, 106, 107. 
Bishop should be invested by king 
with ring and staff before conse- 
cration, 107. 

Tliis investiture does not represent 
spiritual but only temporal pos- 
' session and power, 107. 

Refers to “ Donation of Constan- 
tine,” 107. 

Bishops who have soldiers must 
swear sifbifussion to king or em- 
peror, 107, 108. 

King is head of the Church, 282. 

Gregory I . , the Great, on lay investi- 
ture, cited, 82, 89. , 

Gregory V., Pope — 

Emperor Otto III. presiding at 
« Council along with him, 4. 



406 


END EX, 


AooAunt of his election, in ‘ Life of 
St Adalbert,’ 10. 

Confirms election ff Amulf to 
bishoprio of Auxonne, 38. 
Gregory VI. — 

Deposed at Sutri, 1046 — 18. 

Disapproval of his deposition by 
Wazo and ‘ De Ordinando Fonti- 
, flee,' 19 and note. 

Gregory VII., Pope — 

Council of Borne, 1078 :• Henry ex- 
communicated and deposed : 
presenoe of laity, 7. 

Letter of repentanoe from Henry 
IV., 63. 

Admission of place of secular ruler 
in election of bishops, &c., 69-72. 

When Archdeacon of Borne, en- 
deavours to establish rule that 
election to archbishopric of 
Milan required consent of Borne, 
76. 

His action about Milan in 1073, 76. 

Issues decree prohibiting lay inves- 
titure, 76. e 

Letters concerning this, 77, 78. 

Decree of Council of Borne, 1078, 
1080—78, 79. 

Change of papal policy on liis ac- 
cession, 172. 

Policy towards French kigg, 173- 
176. 

Threat of interdict and deposition, 
173-176. 

Letter to Sancho of Aragon : Christ 
had made Peter prince over king- 
doms of this world, 176. 

* Dictatus Papas ’ : Asserts papal 
power of deposition of emperors 
and kings, 176, note. 

Belation to Henry IV. before 1076 

. -176-180. 

First intervention between Henry 
and revolters, 178. 

Proposes to go on Crusade and 
leave Church in Henry's care, 
180. 

Circumstances of rupture with 
Henry IV. in 1076 — 1 81-186. 

Henry excommunicated and de- 
posed, 184, 185. 

Gregory’s position set out in his 
letters, 181, 187-189. 

Claim that if Borne can judge 
spiritual matters, muoh more, 
earthly, 188-194. * 

Tnvited to Germany by prince to 
put an end to oonfliot, 1 92. 

Canossa : terms of absolution of 
Henry IV., 192- H*4, 201. 

Rudolph elected at Forcheim, 194, 

201 . 

Mediation between Henry and 

^Rudolph, 194, 201. 

Excommunicates sand deposes 
Henry and sanctions election 
of Budolph, 1 080 — 200-20 A 


* 

Claims that Church can grant and 
take away kingdoms, 201-203. 
t Letter to Hermann of Mete justify- 
ing action, 204-206. 

Speaks of sinful origin of secular 
power, 206. 

Hib standpoint defined in letter to 
Altmann, 207-209. 

Claims right to sanction eleotion of 
German king, 208. 

Demands oath of fidelity of king, 
like vassalage, 208, 209. 

His death, 1085—210. 

Said by Bernald to liave expressed 
willingness to submit his case to 
Council, 213, 214. 

His phrases about the origin of 
secular power condemned by 
Hugh of Fleury, 267. 

Guastalla, Council of, 1106 — 113. 
Guibert, Archbishop of Ravenna, 
• Antipope— 

Elected at Brixen, 1080 — 204, 215. 

Eleotion condemned by Gebhardt, 
216. 



Defended by Wido of Osnaburg, 
227. 


Even if first election were irregular, 
he might be recognised an Pope 
when Gregory VII. was dead — 
Wido of Imrrara, 241, 249. 

Account of oloction in Rome : ‘ De 
Unitate,’ 248, 249. 

Death, 1100— 256. 

Guido, Archbishop of Vienne. See 
under C&lixtus U. 


Hadrian I., Pope — 

Spurious decree granting investi- 
ture to Emperor first cited by 
Wido of Ferrara, 83, 84, 104. 

Discussed by Placidus of Nonan- 
tula, 133. 

Hadrian IV., Pope — 

Makes Treaty of Beneventum with 
Normans, 1156, and they swear 
fidelity to him, 312. 

Dispute with Frederick I. about 
letter, which seemed to treat Em- 
poror as vassal, 313-318, 871, 
381.* 

Explains that his letter had Vio 
such meaning, 817. 

Dispute with Frederick I. about 
secular authority in Borne, the 
relation between Italian bishops 
•to _ emperor, and territories 
claimed by Popes, 318. 

Aske Frederick for renewal of 
t Treaty of Constance — Frederick 
rdtuses, 320. 

His conversation with John of 
Salisbury about ecclesiastical 
abuses, 337-339. < 
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Demand by Qerhoh that his policy 
should be amended or con- 
demned, 874. 

Hatto, Archbishop of Maintz : Lett* 
to Pope John IX. about election of 
king in Germany, 9. 

Henry I., King of France : Denounced 
by Humbert ae specially guilty of 
qimony, 63. 

Henry I., King of England — *>| 

Settlement of investiture question 
with Anselm, 111, 112. 

Treatise on royal authority by 
Hugh of Fleury, dedicated to 
Henry, 266. 

Henry III., Emperor — 

Takes part in Councils of Pavia 
and Maintz, 6, 29. 

His relation to papal elections, 
18-23. 

His action at Sutri, 1046 ; Deposi- 
tion of Gregory VI., 18. a 

Consults Wazo about election of 
successor to Clement II., 18. 

His action severely condemned by 
author of * Do Ordinando Ponti- 
fice,’ 19. 

His great services to Church in 
suppressing simony, recognised 
by Peter Damian and Humbert, 
20 , 21 . 

He and his wife spoken of in highest 
terms by Gregory VII., 21. 

He and hiB court elect Damasus II., 

21 . 

Election of Leu IX., who refuses 
to accept offico unless assured of 
consent of Roman clergy and 
people, 22, 23. 

Confirms eleotion of Wazo, 37. 

Addresses bishops of Gaul and 
Germany on simony, 62. 

Humbert reports that he had done 
much to destroy simony, S3. 

Henry IV., Emperor — 

Excommunicated and deposed at 
Council of Rome, 1076—7. 

Exhorted by Peter Damian to 
support Alexander II. against 
Cadalous, 46. 

Account of simony during his 
minority, 66. 

Prevalence of aimony under his 
government, 62, 63. 

Letter of repentance* to Gregory 
VII., 1073—64, J78. 

Submission in regard to Milan, 63, 
76. 

His private character, 171. 

Not at first personally exongamuni- 
cated, but indirectly undor ban 
of Church, 176, 177. 

Relation to Gregory VII. before 
1076—176, 180. • • 

Restored to communion, 179. 

Ciroumstanoes of rupture with 

9 Gregory VII., 107#-18M86. 


Summons Counoil at fVorms and 
deposes Gregory VII., 181-184. 

His position set out in his letters, 
181, 112, 186, 186. 

Revolt of Saxons and Suabians : 
Submission of Henry, 191, 192. 

Can ossa, and condition^ of submis- 
sion of Gregory VTT., 192, 194, 
196, 196, 201. 

Deposed and excommunicated bf 
Gregory, 1080—200, 201. 

Deposes Gregory VH. at Council 
of Brixen, 203, 204. 

Elects Guibert Pope, 204. 

Excommunicated by Urban II., 
1089—264. 

Represented by Bernald as inclined 
to give up Guibert, 1089 — 265. 

Revolt of his son Conrad, 1093 — 
25S. 

League of Lombard cities against 
him, 266. 

Paschal II. exhorts Count of Flan- 
ders to war against him and re- 
news excommunication, 266. 

Revolt agefmst him by his son 
Henry (1104-1106), 256. 

Compelled by son Henry and the 
princes to resign Empire, 257. 

Repudiates his renunciation, 1106 
—257. 

Hft death, 267. 

Sigebert doubts if he was excom- 
municated for just reasons. 263. 

Henry V., Emperor — 

After death of Henry IV. maintains 
right to “ investiture,” 97, 113. 

Compels Paschal II. to concede 
“ investiture,” 100, 106. 

Henry V. and Paschal IT., 111-128. 

Sets out for Rome, 1110—116. 

Assents to Paschal’s proposal to 
surrender “ regalia ” if he *ould 
surrender “investiture,” 118. 

Negotiations about this proposal, 
116-124. 

Circumstances of entrance into 
Rome and failure of negotia- 
tions, 122-124. 

Retreat from Rome carrying Pas- 
chal with him, 124. 

Procures promise of investiture 
from Paschal, 124-127, 141. 

Excommunicated by Council of 
Vienne, 1113, and other Coun- 

s oils, 141, 142. 

Sots up Maurice of Bruges a N n ti- 
pope, 1118 — 143. 

First attempt to settle investiture 
with Cglixtus il. fails, 143, 149. 

Conciliatory defter from Colixtus, 
February 1122 — 160. 

Sends envoys to Calixtus express- 
ing desire for peaoe, 160. 

Attitude at Worms, 1122— »1 61. 

His revolt against his father, 1 104- 
1106—266. 
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Pasghal II. sends him his blessing 
and absolves him from oath of 
allegianoe, 250. 

Makes profession of*profound def- 
erence to Rome at Nordhausen, 
206. 

Interpretation of settlement of 
Worms, 308. 

Hermann, Bishop of Meta — 

' Important letter to him from 
Gregory VII., vindicating ex- 
communication and deposition 
of Henry IV., 1078 — 187, 188. 

Another letter from Gregory in 
stronger terms, 1081 — 204, 205. 

Hermann, Archbishop of Cologne : 

Supports election of Wazo of LiOge, 


Hermann of Sulm : Elected King of 
Germany, 1081 — 210. 

Hildebrand. See under Gregory VII. 

Homage : Gerhoh condemns rendering 
of it by bishops, &c., 347. 

Honorius of Augsburg, 286-294 — 

Dignity of “ sacerdotium ” greater 
than that of “ Aignum,” 287-290. 

Contemptuously rejects notion that 
“ unction ” of king makes him 
more than layman, 287. 

Interprets “ Donation ” as mean- 
ing surrender of all political 
authority, 289. ** 

Contradicts Gelosius’ treatise, and 
affirms that Christ created 
“ eaoerdotimn,” not “ regnum," 
288, 289. 

Silvester joined Constantine to 
himself and granted him the 
sword for punishment of evil- 
doers, 289, 290. 

Emperor eleoted by l’ope and with 
consent of prince and people, 291. 

‘Emperor elected by bishops rather 
than by the secular princes, 
291. 


“ Regnum ” established by 11 sacer- 
dotium ” and subieot to it, 
291. 

Election of Pope by cardinals with 
consent of bishops and people 
and clergy of Rome, 292. 

Bishops to be elected by clergy of 
city and province with acclama- 
tion of people, and invested by 
Pope, 292. 

King subject to Pope in “divine 

* c -* matters,” but Pope and clergy 
subject to king in secular things, 
202, 203.* 

Sets out Stoic and* Patristic doc- 
trine of origin bf Temporal power 
in sin, 298. 

Spiritual sword is that of “ Baoer- 
dotium," temporal is that of 
*'* regnum,” 293. 

Temporal power an institution of 
God, 293,294. 


0 

If king falls into heresy or schism, 
the faithful must withdraw from 
communion with him, but he 

* must be patiently endured, 294. 

Relation of his views to those of 
John of Salisbury, 334, 337. 

Honorius II., Antipope : Cadalous of 
Parma, 34. 

Hugh of St Victor : The Spiritual 
power institutes and judges the 
Temporal, 336. 

Hugh — 

Claimant of archbishopric of Benan- 
£On, 28. 

Recognised by Council of Maintz as 
elected by clergy and people, 28. 

Hugh, King of Italy : Procures ap- 
pointment of Rathorius to bishopric 
of Verona, 40. 

Hugh, Archbishop of Lyons : Letter 
to him from Ivo of Chartres, 98. 

Hugh of Fleury — 

Discussion of investiture, 102, 103. 

The king has right to confer prue- 
tulatun honorem, 102. 

King must not interfere tyrannic- 
ally with election, 102. 

Should give his consent to persons 
elected if qualified, 102. 

Should invest with temporalities 
after consecration, 102. 

Must not use ring and staff — theso 
to be conferred by archbishops, 
102 . 

Discusses relation of Tomporal and 
Spiritual powers, 266. 

Dedicates treatise to Henry I. of 
England, 266. 

Repudiates Gregory’s phrases about 
origin of secular authority, 267. 

The two powers created by God, 
207. 

King hag the image of God, the 
bishop that of Christ, 268. 

Bishop subject to the king os the 
Son to the Father, 268. 

Bishop subject not in nature but 
“ ordine,” 208. 

Dignity of bishop greater than that 
of king, 269. 

Bishop cannot be judged by Beoular 
court, 289. 

King subject to discipline of bishop 
and .may be excommunicated, 
269. ] 

Power of excommunication of kf 
does not £ive power of deposing' 
does not imply power of absolv- 
ing from oath of allegiance, 270. 

Bishop must not take up arms 
against king, 271. 

Concjpmns assertion that Pope 
cannot be reproved, 272. 

Rdfets to decree of Nicholas H. on 
papal election, 273. 

Hu|o Metel^ps : Verses on investiture. 
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Humbert, Cardinal of Silva Candida — 

His account of simony, 62-65. 

Brought to Italy by Leo IX., 62, 
63. ' 

Praises Henry III. for trying to get 
rid of simony, 63. 

Cenounoes Henry I., King of 
France, for simony, 63. 

Maintains that ordination obtained 
by simony was invalid, 67. 

Condemns appointments to bishop- 
rics and abbeys for secular ser- 
vices : holds this is equal to 
simony, 58, 59. 

Distinguishes spheres of Temporal 
and Spiritual powers, 109. 

Dignity of Spiritual power much 
greater, 169. 

Hunald : Verses on investiture, 157. 

Hungary ! Pope claims feudal author- 
ity, 298, 302. 


Innocent I., Pope : “ Nullus invitus 

detur episeopis,” saying of Celestino 
I. attributed to Innocent by Mono- 
gold, 86. 

Innocent II., Pope — 

Lothair seems to have tried to per- 
suade him to restore right of in- 
vestiture to emperor, 309. 

Forbids bishops and abbots of tier- 
many to take possession of 
“ regalia ” till t hey had received 
them from emperor, 309, 310. 

Interdict : Threat of general excom- 
munication in France by Gregory 
VTI., 64, 65, 173-170. 

Investiture controversy, 49T-164- — ■ 

Prohibition of lay investiture, 81- 
80. 

No evidence that reforming party 
in Church intended to forbid 
participation in ecclesiastical 
elections by secular authorities, 
72. 

Humbert's condemnation of lay 
investiture with staff and ring, 
72-74. 

Ambiguity of term, 76-80. 

Question of Milan, 75, 70. 

Lay investiture : Gregory VII. ’s 
decree prohibiting, 76. 

letters of Gregory VTI, concerning 
prohibition, 77, 78. 

Deoree of Council of Home, 1078 — 

78. 

Deoree of Council of Home, 1080 — 

79 . 

Discussion of question by Wenrieh 
of Trier, 81, 82. 

Discussion by Wido, igishop of 
Ferrara, 82. 

Spurious decree of Hadrfeut I. and 
L«o III., granting investiture to 
emperor, cited hy Wido of 
, Ferrara, 83, 84. 


Bernheim contends this decree was 
produced 1084-1087 — 84, note. 

Discussion by Manegold, 86-90. 

Discusskft by Deusdedit, 90-95. 

Prohibition maintained by Urban 
II., 97. 

Right to investiture maintained 
by Henry V., 97. 

Mediating tendency of Ivo of 
Chartres, 97-102. "* 

Discuvion by Hugh of Fleury, 102, 
103. 

‘ Tractatus de Investiture Episoo- 
porum,’ 103-106. 

Discussion by Gregory of Catino, 
106-108. 

Poem by Hangerius of Lucca, 108- 

110 . 

Paschal II. and Henry V., 111-128. 

Papal prohibition gradually ac- 
cepted in Franoe, 111, 112. 

Settlement in England, 111, 112. 

Council of Chalons, 1107: state- 
ment of royal claim by Arch- 
bishop of Trier, 113. 

Repudiation in name of Pope, 114. 

Proposal by Paschal II. to sur- 
render “ regalia " if Henry V. 
surrenders “investiture,” 116. 

Negotiations for surrender, and 
failure, 116-124. 

PAchsl II. coerced into permitting 
royal investiture, 124-127. 

Discussion of action and proposals 
of Paschal II., 129-140. 

Paschal compelled to withdraw 
permission, 129, 141. 

Condemnation by Bruno of Segni, 
129. 

Condemnation by Godfrey of Ven- 
clome, 130. 

* Disputatio vel Defensio Paschalis 
Papto,’ 132, note. * 

Suggests actual form of settlement 
made at Worms, 132. 

Discussion by Placidus of Nonan- 
tula, 132-137. 

Settlement of Worms, 141-164. 

Action of Guido, Archbishop of 
Vienne (CaUxtus II.), 141, 142. 

Action of Gelasius II., 142, 143. 

First attempt at settlement by 
Calixtus II., 143-149. 

Intervention of Frenoh Church- 
men, 143, 144. 

William, Bishop of Chalons, and 
the Abbot of Cluny, 143, ♦♦I. 

Council of Rheims : negotiations 
and failure, 140*149. 

Discussion of Godfrey of Venddme, 
149-157. • 

Verses of Hugo Metellus and Hun- 
ald, 157, 158. 

Second attempt at settlement, and 
success. 158-164. • 

Negotiations between Henry V. 
m and princes of Empire, 158, 159. 
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Princes meet at Wttrzburg and de- 
termine to force settlement on 
emperor, 158, 150. 

Form of settlement at Worms, 
1122 — 161, 162. 

Renewal of prohibition of lay inves- 
titure by Urban II., 1001, and at 
Council of Clermont, 1005 — 255. 

The Pope should invest bishops 
‘ with ring and Btaff (Honorius of 

Augsburg), 292. a 
Isidore of Seville ■. Precedents for lay 
investiture, 82, 89. 

Isocerannua, Archbishop of Lyons : 
Letter to him from Ivo of Chartres on 
investiture, 100-102. 

Ivo, Bishop of Chartres — 

Discussion of investiture, 08-102. 

His mediating position, 08. 

Letter to Hugh, Archbishop of 
Lyons, 98-100. 

Pope has recognised right of kings 
to grant bishopries to men 
canonically elected, 98. 

Understands Urban II. only pro- 
hibited corporate inveatitura, 98. 

Did not forbid king to take part 
in election, 08 ; or to make the 
conceeeio, 98. 

Form of conceeeio immaterial : 
king had no intention of granting 
spiritual things, 08. * 

Prohibition of investiture by king 
rested not on any eternal law 
but only on authority of Popes, 
98, 99. 

Letter to Isocerannua, Archbishop 
of Lyons, 100-102, 131. t> 

Denies his right to hold council of 
archbishops and bishops of 
France, 100. 

Objects to discussion, and con- 

* deinnation of action of Paschal 

II., 100. 

Such a council has no power to 
judge the Pope unless he had 
departed from tho faith, 100. 

“ Investiture ” not a question of 
heresy but of administrative 
order, 100, 101. 

- Lay investiture with ring and staff 
should be given up if this can be 
done without schism, 101. 


John IX., Pope — 

Letter to him from Hatto, about 
•"election of King of Germany, 9. 
Council of Rome, 898, provides for 
presence *of imperial envoys, to 
prevent violence < at papal elec- 
tions, 11, 12. * 

John XII., Pope- 

Otto I. seeks imperial throne at his 
hands, 9. 


Crowns Otto I., 962—12. 
Deposition by Council of Rome and 
Otto I„ 13. , 


$ 

Death, 14. 

Deposition parallel to aotion of 
Henry HI. at Sutri, 15. 

John Xm„ Pope — 

Election by Roman people in pres- 
ence of emperor’s envoys, 14. 

Councils during his pontificate, 14. 

Appoints Archbishop of Salzburg, 
elected by Bavarians, 38. 

John XV., Pope : Death at Ravenna, 10. 
John XIX., Pope : Presides at Council 
in Rome with emperor, 5. 

John of Salisbury, 330-341. 

‘ Polioraticus ’ written between 
1156 and 1169—330. 

Condemns doctrine that prince is 
above laws, 331. 

Appeals to provisions of Roman 
law for protection of Church and 
exemption of clergy, 331. 

Law of prince must conform to 
«. divine law and discipline of 
Church, 332. 

The two swords both belong to 
Church, 333. 

Relation of his view to that of 
Honorius of Augsburg, 334. 

Defends right of Church to depose 
the prince, 335, 336. 

Severe condemnation of abuses of 
Church order, 337. 

Denounces exactions of bishops, 
archdeacons, and papal legates, 
339, 340. 

Denounces saoerdotol tyrants, 341. 


King, the — 

His place in election of bishop ( A tto 
and Odoramnus), 20 and note. 

Appointment by election (Abbo of 
Floury), 27. 

Power to elect or designate bishop 
(Ratherius of Verona), 30. 

Rights of appointing to sacred 
offices (Rodolfus Glaber), 30. 

Apparently inconsistent views of 
king’s place in episcopal election 
held by Gerbert (Silvester II.), 
30-33. 

Head of Churoh, according to 
Gregory of Catino, 106. 

Power of excommunicating and de- 
posing King of France claimed 
by Gregory VII., 173-170. i 

Deposition and exoommunioatmn 
of Henry IV. by Gregory VII , 
1076—184, 185. 

Deposition, Ac., of Henry IV. again 
in 1080, 200-200. 

Gregory's action re king illegiti- 
mate (Wenrioh), 210. 

Indefeasible hereditary right of 
Henry IV. (Peter Crassus), 223. 

Condemnation of excommunica- 
tion (Wido of Osnaburg), 229. 

Defence of excommunication (Ber- 
nard), 232. 
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• 

Precedents for excommunication i 
and deposition by Pope (Mane- 
gold), 236. . 

Defence of deposition by subjects 
(Manegold), 286. 

Defence of exoommunioation and 



> aa, j it iuu vr* a uiMuafi «wv. 

Critical discussion of deposition, 1 
Ac. (‘De Unitate ’), 243-246. 


Resistance to king impious (‘ De 
Unitate ’), 248. 

Must be obeyed, however evil 
(Sigebert), 262. 

Pope should pray for, not make 
war on him (Sigebert), 262. 

Hugh of Fleury repudiates phrases 
of Gregory VII. on origin of 
king’s power, 267. 

Has the image of the Father, the 
bishop that of the Son, 268. * 

Subject to discipline and excom- 
munication by bishop, 269. 

Cannot bo deposed by bishop, who 
must not take arms against him, 
270, 271. 

Represents Christ’s divine nature, 
the priest His human nature 
(' Tractatus Eboracensea '), 274. 

His unction greater than that of 
priest : he is superior to priest, 
276, 276. 

No mere layman : lias authority to 
call Councils and to preside over 
them ; has the power of the keys 
(‘ Tractatus Eboracenscs ’), 270. 

Is Head of Church (Gregory of 
Catino), 282. 

Has divine authority over clergy as 
well as laity, 286. 

Subject to Pope (Honorius), 287. 

Inferiority of his unction : he re- 
mains layman (Honorius), 287, 
288. 

Christ created “ sacordotium," not 
*' regnum ” (Honorius), 289. 

“ Regnum ” established and or- 
dered by “ sacerdotium ” (Hon- 
orius), 290. 

Temporal authority delegated by 
spiritual (Honorius), 291. 

Pope always subject to him in secu- 
lar matters (Honorigs), 292. 

Temporal authority instituted by 
God (Honorius), 293. 

Heretical or schismatical king must 
be ^patiently endured (Honorius), 

Kuno, Cardinal : Reports at Co&ncil in 
Lateran (1116) that he had excom- 
municated Henry V. at various Coun- 
cils, 142. m 


Laity : Present at Churcl^Councils and 
strove decisions, 6, 6. ^ 


Lambert of Hersfeld — 

Acoount of simony in minority of 
Henry IV., 66. 

Account of this under Henry IV., 
62. 

Lanfranc, Archbishop : Summons Coun- 
cil with authority of Pope- Alexander 
II. and King William I., 6, 7. 

_ ,tes, papal : Their exactions de 4 
nounced by John of Salisbury, 339, 
340. • 

Leo I., Pope : No one could be held 
to be bishop unless elected by 
clergy, demanded by people, conse- 
crated by bishops of province, with 
approval of metropolitan : cited by 
Manegold, 86. 

Leo III., Pope — 

Spurious decree granting “ investi- 
ture ” to emperor : cited by 
Wido, 83. 

Purgation of Loo III. and Leo IV. : 
a precedent for action of em- 
peror, 16. 

Leo VIlI., Popej- 

Elected by Houncil of Rome, 961, ' 
with oonsent of Otto I., 13. 

Died, 966—14. 

Leo IX., Pope — 

At Council of Maintz, 1049, with 
Henry HI., 6, 6. 

Account of his election, 22, 23. 

Determination to accept election 
only if done by Roman clergy 
and people (Wibert), 22, 23. 

Council of Rheims : requires elec- 
tion of bishop by clergy and 
ffeople, 28. 

Holds Council at Rheims to sup- 
press simony, 1049 — 66. 

Opposition to this in Franoe, 66. 

Measures against simony in Italy, 
67. 

Claims earthly as well as heavenly 
empire, 167, 168. 

Cites “ Donation of Constantino," 
618. 

Li£ge : Attack by Paschal H. — horror 
of Sigebert, 264. 

Lietbert, Bishop of Cambrai : Account 
of his election, 36. 

Lothair I. : * Constitutio Romans ’ : 

papal election, 16. 

Lothair III., Emperor — 

Attempt by ecclesiastical party at 

• hie accession to modify twins of 
Worms, 308. 

Statement that he endeavoured to 
persuade InnooSnt. II. to restore 
right o* investiture to emperor, 
309. * 

Picture of him in Rome with in- 
scription which seemed to imply 
that he did homage to Pope, 
314, . * 

Louis the Pious : * Pactum ' : papal 
election, 16. 
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Luitpraad, Bishop of Cremona : Ac- 
count of deposition of Pope John 
XIL, 18, 14. 4 

Maooabean period : Precedents for ap- 
pointments of bishops, 82, 88. 

Mhintz, Council of, held 1049 : Henry 
III. and Pope Leo IX, present, 5. 

,Manegold of Lautenbach — 

Treatment of investiture, 80-90. 

Cites decree of 1078— S3. 

Apostolical Canons, 86. 

Cites Pope Celeetine, but attributes 
saying to Innocent I., 86. 

Denounces those who seok t o obtain 
office by ignoble arts, 87, 88. 

Discusses precedents of Mocoabeoia 
and Old Testament, 88, 89. 

Discusses Wenrich’s reference to 
Isidore and Gregory the Great, 
89. 

Urges impropriety of lay grant of 
staff and ring as being symbols of 
spiritual mysteries, 89. 

It is not clear tlist he held secular 
authority should have no place 
in ecclesiastical elections, 00. 

Defends character and action of 
Gregory VII., 234. 

Account of proceedings at Worms 
and the Council of Home, whore 
Henry IV. was excommunicated 
and deposed, 234, 235. 

Historical precedents for excom- 
munication and deposition of 
king and emperor by Pope, 235. 

Defence of deposition of the king 
by subjects, 2 36. * 

Vindication of Gregory's action in 
absolving Henry’s subjects from 
allegiance, 236. 

Martin, St, of Tours — 

’Excommunicates Bishop Itachius 
as party to execution of Pris- 
oillian for heresy, 264. 

His action cited by Wazo and Sige- 
bert, 264, 265. 

Maurice, Archbishop of Bruges : Set up 
as Antipope by Henry V., 1118 — 
143- 

'Megenard : Intrigued for appointment 
as Abbot of St Peter, 38. 

Merseburg : Bishopric restored by 
Council of Rome, 4. 

Milan, archbishopric - - 

No eleotion valid without flapal 
w* consent (Hildebrand), 39. 

Church of : Henry IV. admits his 
fault in rSgard to, 63. 

History of the question of appoint- 
ment. of archbishop, 75. 

Report that Milanese had conspired 
with Normans and cardinals 
against Frederick I., 321, 373. 

Sd&gegtion that thpy had bribed 
Rome to support them against 
emperor, 870. , 


t 

Mirbt, C. ; * Die Publizistik im Zeitalter 
Gregors VII.,’ 58. 

1 Nicholas II., Pop® — 

Council of Rome, 1059 : new order 
for papal eleotion, 6. 

Elected by oardinals at Siena, with 
sanction of imperial court, 24. 

His decree for papal eleotion, 24, 
84, 35. 

Reference to the decree by Peter 
Damian, 34, 35. 

Decree against marriage of clorgy, 
1069—76. 

Decree on papal election discussed 
by Deusdedit, 92. 

Gregory’s eleotion in defiance of 
this decree (Wido of Ferrara), 
241. 

Reference to this decree by Hugh 
of Fleury, 273. 

• Feudal authority over Normans in 
Italy, 299. 

Nithord, Bishop of Ltege : Predecessor 
of Wazo, 37. 

Normans in Italy — 

Oath of allegiance to Pope, 209, 
300, 312. 

Treaty of Benoventum between 
them and Hadrian IV., 312. 

Report that William, King of 
Sicily, had conspired with Milan- 
ese and cardinals against Fred- 
erick I., 321. 

Oath — 

Oath of allegiance not valid if 
wrongly taken or if involving 
some great, wrong-doing (Geb- 
hardt), 216. 

Pope has no power to absolve from 
oath (Wenrich), 220. 

Gregory Vll.’s action in absolving 
Henry’s subjects condemned 
(Wido), 230. 

Wrongful oath, or oath to excom- 
municated person, invalid (Ber- 
nard), 232. 

Gregory VII. hod only declared 
void oaths which were already 
void (Manegold), 236. 

Pope has power to absolve from 
oaths (Bernard), 237. , 

In absolving. Popes are only declin- 
ing that such oaths are vMd 
(Bemald), 237. - 

Oath of subject taken to office, not 
to person (Bemald), 237. 

Gregory only declaring oath null, 
'which was already void (Wido), 
240. 

Oath of allegiance to Henry IV., 
{finding, even if he were excom- 
mfinioate (Sigebert), 261. 

Odoramnus, monk of St Peter at Sierra : 
Conditions of appointment of bishop. 
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Old Testament : Precedents for lay 
investiture, 82, 84, 88. 

Otto I.— 

Takes part in Council of Augsburg 
8S2 — 3. 


Crowned emperor by John XII. in 
802—12. 

His relation to deposition of John 
XII., and election of Leo VIII., 
13, 14. 


Privilegium of 862 with regard to 
papal eleotion, IS. 

Otto IH.— 

Takes part in business of Church 
Council, 4. 

His part in election of Bruno 
(Gregory V.), 16. 

Claim that he had created (Herbert 
Pope (Silvester II.), 17. 

Letter written in his name by 
Gerbert : he had appointed a 
certain monk to abbey of St* 
Vincent at Capua, 31. 


Papacy — 

Under control of local factions in 
Rome, 17. 

Its part in episcopal elections, 28, 
38, 38. 

Distinction between papal author* 
ity and eternal law (lvo), 99. 

Revolt against Paschal Il.’s con- 
cession of investiture to Henry 
V. (Bruno of Segni), 128. 

Revolt by Godfrey of Vendome, 
130. 

If Pope falls into heresy, lio is no 
longer the Shepherd, 130. 

l'lacidus of Nonantula doubts the 
meaning of Bpecial decree of 
Hadrian I. on investiture, and 
repudiates it, 133. 

Pope cannot alter the law of the 
Lord, His Apostles or the 
Fathers, ,133. 

Guido, Archbishop of Vienne (Cal- 
ixtus II.) : Tiireat to renounce 
obedience to Pasohol 11., unless 
he confirm proceeding of Vienne 
Council, 141, 142. 

Godfrey of Vendome says even 
Rome oaunot alter law of in- 
vestiture, 181. a 

Question whether Pope is liable to 
judgment — 

Bernard, 213, 232. 

Gebhardt, 218. 

Pater Crassus, 222. 

‘ Dicta Cuiusdam,’ 228, 226, 
note. 

Wido of Osnaburg, £30. 

Sigebert, 268. 

Hugh of Fleury, 272? * 

Ita authority not greater than that 
of Peter over the Apostles 

„(‘ Tract. Ebor.*), 2777 , 


Its authority created by man, not 
by Christ (id.), 278, 279. 

John Xl£, 13-16. 

Benedict V., 14, 16. 

Condemnation of, by Thietmar of 
Merseburg, 17. 

Gregory VI., by Henry III., 17, 18. 

Disapproved by Wazo of Li6ge, 18 h 

Condemned by * De Ordinando 
PoaJlfice,’ 19. 

Not condemned by Peter Damian, 

20 . 

Henry IV. and Council at Worms 
depose Gregory VII., r81-184. 

Rights of emperor to depose Pope 
(‘ Dicta Cuiusdam ’), 227, note. 

Justice of deposition of Gregory 
VII. (Wido of Osnaburg), 230. 

Pope not subject to human judg- 
ment (Bernard), 232. 

Papal election — 

Presence of emperor’s envoys at 
papal elections to prevent vio- 
lence — approved by Council of 
Rome, 8m— 11, 12. 

To be made by bishops and clergy, 
on proposition of the laity, 12. 

Of Leo VIII., 964—13, 16. 

Of John XIII., 966—14, 15. 

“ privilegium ” of Otto I., »62 — 

Pactum of Louis the Pious, 16. 

“ Constitutio Romans ” of Lothair 
I., 16. 

Uudor Henry III., 17-23. 

Of Clement II. (Suidger of Bam- 

l^rg), 18 . 

By *’ Patricius ” of Rome, 21. 

Of Damasus II. (Poppo of Brixen) 
by Henry HI. and his court, 

Of Leo IX. (Bruno of Touf) by 
emperor and court, and by 
Roman clergy and people, 22, 
23. 

Of Victor II. by emperor and court 
with representatives of Roman 
Church, 23. 

Of Stephen IX., 24. 

Of Benedict X. by Roman fac- 
tions, 24 ; repudiated by car- 
dinals, 24. 

Nicholas II., elected at Siena, 24. 

Decree of Nicholas II. (Pope), 24. 

Place of cardinals in election, 24. 

Reservation of some plaSb^for 
emperor, 24. 

Reference to d Scree by Peter 
Damians 34, 38. 

Council of Worms : Gregory VII. 
charged with neglecting decree of 
Nicholas II., 182. 

Rights of emperor in election of 
Pope : Dicta Cuiusdaxfi,’ 226 ; 
defended and limited by Wido of 
• Osnaburg, 228. 
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Paschal4l'> Pope — 

Conceded investiture to Henry V., 
100, 108. 

Paschal and Henry V., 111-128. 

Proposal to surrender “ regalia," 

111 . 

Settlement of investiture question 
in England, 112. 

On his succession maintained policy 
of Gregory VII. and Urban II., 
113. * 

Renews prohibition of lay investi- 
ture at Guaatalla, 113. 

Holds Council at Chalons, 1107 — 
113. 

Holds Council at Troyes : decree 
against lay appointment of 
eoclesiastics, 118. 

Proposes surrender of “ regalia,” 
if king surrenders investiture, 
118. 

Negotiations as to this ; failure of 
these, 118-124. 

Carried off by Henry V. from 
Rome : concedes investiture, 

124-127. 

Terms of promise, and “ Privilo- 
gium,” 126, 127. 

Compelled to withdraw investiture 
at Lateran Council, 129, 130, 
141. 

Confirms proceedings of Council of 
Vienne, 142. 

Again annuls “ Privilegium ” and 
excommunicates those who gave 
or received investiture, 142. 

Election, 265. 

Assures Gebhardt of (Xmstoncr 
that he will not make conces- 
sions to Henry IV., 256, 258. 

Exhorts Count of Flanders to 
attack Henry IV. and liis sup- 

* porters, 266. 

Renews excommunication of Henry 
IV., 258. 

Sends his blessing to Henry, the 
son of Henry IV., on his revolt 
against father, 256. 

Absolves son from oath of alle- 
gianoe, 258. 

Assures Archbishop of Maintz he 
desires king to enjoy his rights, 
but liberties of Church must be 
secured, 256, 257. 

King has right to " subsidia ” from 
Church, but not to investiture 
<*■ 'with ring and staff, 267. 

Urges Count of Flanders to attack 
Cambrai and Lidge, as faithful to 
Henry IVf : Sigobert strongly 
condemns th& 261, 264-266. 

Relation of his views on “ regalia " 
to those of Arnold of Brescia, 
345. 

Relation of his views to those of 
Qerhoh of Reichersberg, 347-360. 

Account of negotiations between 


Paschal II. and Henry V. by 
Gerhoh, 351, 353. 

Pasohal, Antipope — 

* Election, 1165—373. 

Repudiated by Gerhoh, 373. 

Pastoral staff — 

Sent to emperor by diooese on 
death of St Udalrio, 36. 

Given by Count Theobald to the 
Abbot of St Peter, 36. 

Sent to Henry III. by diocese of 
Li&ge, who asked for confirma- 
tion of eleotion of Wazo, 37. 

Condemnation of investiture with 
staff and ring by Humbert, 72-74. 

Ring and staff, sacramental sym- 
bols, 73. 

Condemnation of use of these by 
king (Monegold), 89. 

Ring and staff are symbols of 
sacred mysteries (Manegold), 89. 

• Investiture with ring and staff by 

king defended by Gregory of 
Catino, 106, 107. 

Condemned by author of ‘ Dispu- 
tatio . . . Papes,’ 131. 

Condemned by Placidus of Nonan- 
tula, 136. 

Claim to invest with them sur- 
rendered by Henry V. at Worms, 
1122—181, 162. 

Patrician of Rome, 21, 183. 

Patronage, private : Of parish churches, 
condemned by Deusdedit, 95. 

Pavia, Council of, 1046 — 

Henry III. takes part, 5. 

Council of, 1160: summoned by 
Frederick I„ 321. 

Decides in favour of Victor against 
Alexander III., 326, 

Discussion of relation of Alexander 
III. to it by Gerhoh, 366. 

Peiser, GerBon -. ‘ Dor Deutsche Investi- 
turstreit unter Khnig Heinrich V.,’ 
113 note, 115. 

People: “Voice of the people, the 
voice of God ” discussed, 37. 

Perjury. See under Oath. 

Peter Crassus — 

Perhaps a teacher of Roman law at 
Ravenna, 222. 

Appeals to Roman law, 222. 

Advises Henry IV. to summon 
Comysil, 222. I 

Declares Gregory's exoommunim- 
tion and deposition of Henry w. 
be illegal, 223. 

Asserts indefeasible hereditary 
right of Henry, 223. 

Urges wickedness of absolving 
from oaths, 224. 

Peter Dajuian — 

Hiph opinion of Henry III. of his 
services in attacking simony, 20. 

On account of his services to 
Churqji, Henry III. was given 

I' authority that no Pope $>bould 
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%e elected without hit consent, 
20, 46. 

Complex elements in ecclesiastical 
elections, 33-86. I 

Denounces simony and arbitrary 
appointments by prinees, 34. 

Denounces appointments of clergy 
of royal chapel to bishoprics as 
reward of political service, 34. 

Recognises place of king in ap-, 
pointment of bishop, 34. 

Refers to Pope Nicholas II.’s 
decree for papal elections, 35. 

Recognises right of royal authority 
to be consulted, save in special 
circumstances, as in case of 
Alexander III., 35. 

Complexity of his position with 
regard to relation of Temporal 
and Spiritual powers, 44-48. 

Recognises authority of king in 
relation to eoclOBiaatioal offices, 
44. 45, 69. * 

Maintains superiority of Spiritual 
power, 46, 46i 

Pope is king of kings and prince 
of emperors, 45. 

Christ committed to St Peter the 
laws (turn) of heaven and earth, 
46, 46. 169. 

Exhorts Henry IV. to support 
Alexander II. against Cadalous, 
46, 169. 

King only deserves obedience when 
he obeyH Creator, 46. 

If king disobeys Creator he may 
lawfully be despised by subjects, 

46, 169. 

Represents Qclasian tradition, and 
distinguishes the two powers, 

47, 48, 168. 

The two swords both from God, 48. 

Does not suggest that both be- 
longed to the Spiritual power, 

48, 168. 

Maintains ordination obtained by 
simony wag valid, 57. 

Condemns appointments to bishop- 
rics and abbeys for administra- 
tive services, 08, 59. 

Declares such appointments equal 
to simony, 58, 59. 

Sent to Milan about the marriego 
of the clergy, 75. 

Leonia, Prefect of Rome : Con- 
ducts negotiations about “ regalia ” 
on behalf of Paschal II., 1X7. 

Peter Leonis, Cardinal : Treatise by 
Godfrey of Venddme, addressed to 
him, 156. 

Peter, St., Abbey of : Aocount 8af elec- 
tion of abbot, 38. 

Philip 1., King of Franoe — • 

Denounced by Gregory^ yil. for 
simony and other crimes : Greg- 
ory threatens excommunication 
and deposition, 64«66, 173-179. 

• % 


Excommunicated by Ifcban II. for 
deserting his wife and^adultery, 
266. 

Plaoidus of l^pnantula — 

Discussion of investiture and 
Church property with special 
reference to Paschal II., 132-140. 
Repudiates concession 'of investi- 
ture to emperor, 132. 

Argues against grant of invostituse 
by Hadrian I., 133. 

Emperor or prince has part in 
episoopal elections like other 
lay people, 134, 135. 

Admits that Church property in- 
volves service to secular power, 
135. 

Bishop, after election and consecra- 
tion, should be granted property 
by emperor, 136. 

The nature of Church property, 
137-140. 

Against surrender of “ regalia ” by 
Paschal, 137. 

Property of Church given to Christ : 
sacrilege^to take it away, 137- 
139. * 

Repudiates distinction between 
“ regalia ” and other property, 
138, 139. 

Property of Church is property of 
Rho poor, 140. 

Clergy can use only what they 
need, 140. 

Understands “ Donation of Con- 
stantine ” as the grant of all 
political authority in the West, 
JB3. 

Silvester would not accept the 
crown, but desired Constantino 
to hold kingdom and serve the 
Church, 284. 

Poole, R. L. i Paper on Benedict. IX. 
and Gregory VI., 18. 

Poppo of Brixen : Elected Pope as 
Damasus II., 18. 

Property, Church — 

Proposals of Paschal II. as to “ re- 
galia,” 116-124. 

Discussion of its nature : Placidus 
of Nonantula, 132, 137, 140. 
Placidus repudiates distinctionfbe- 
tween regalia and other foifns. 
137-139. * 

Belongs to the poor : clergy can 
# only use what they need, 140. 
Sacrilege to take it away, ^7-139. 
Nature and purpose of CjRlrob 
property (Gerlyih), 348. 

Provence : Feudal relation with Papaoy, 
306 • • 

• 

R airraid. Bishop of Angers : Letter to, 
from Godfrey of Vend6me, 149. 

Rangerius, Bishop of Lucca — • 

His verses on investiture i * De 
Anulo et Baculo,' 108-110, 
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Staff and ring sacred symbols : 
eafcnot be given by laymen, 108. 

Denies that formerly they were 
given by kings, lOf. 

Temporalities of Church given to 
God, 106. 

Refers to “ Donation of Constan- 
tine and honours given to 
Pope, 109. 

Ratherius, Bishop of Verona — 

Power of kings to elect bishops, 30. 

Superior dignity of Spiritual power, 
40, 41. 

Regalia — 

Their meaning, llfl. 

Paschal will surrender, if Henry V. 
will give up investiture, 116. 

History of negotiations as to sur- 
render, 116-124. 

Placidus seorny to be against Pas- 
chal’s proposed surrender, 137. 

Settlement at Worms, 161-184. 

Treatment of them by Gerhoh, 342- 
300. 

Regino’s • Chronicle,' the continuation 
of: Election of John^XIII., Pope, 14. 

Rheims — 

Council of, 28. 

Letter of abbots of monasteries at, 
to monks of Floury, denying 
claim to abbey by royal appoint- 
ment, 32. , 

Council of : first attempt to settle 
investiture of Henry V. and 
Pope, 146-149. 

Ring, Episcopal. See under Pastoral 
Staff. 

Rodolfus Glaber — 

Pope has right to choose emperor 
as fit for offiee, 9, 107. 

Kings have right to appoint to 
saored offices, 30. 

Reports prevalence of simony, 62. 

Roman law — 

Appealed to. by Peter Craasus, 222. 

Appealed to, by John of Salisbury, 
331, 332. 

Rome — 

Desire to bring all partB of Church 
under immediate government of 
Rome, 369. 

Avarice of Romans, oorrupted by 
Sioily and Milan, 369, 370. 

-Ru'dolph of Suabia — 

Complaint by Wenrioh of Trier that 
appointments made by Rudplph 
jvere sanctioned, 81, 82. 

‘‘His election as king without advice 
of Gregory, 194, 201, 240. 

His death, logo — 207. 

His election the, "otfuse of much 
evil, 236. 

Rufinus : His interpretation of “ Clavi- 
gero terreni simul et celestis imperii 
lura qpmmisit,” 393, 394. 

Russia : Feudal relations with Pope, 
.393, 394. 


Sacraments of schismatic or *exoom- 
munioated or simoniacal persona, 67, 
68. 241, 242. 

E^altet, Abb6 Louis : * Les R6ordina- 
tions,’ 68, note. 

Sanoho, King of Aragon : Letter from 
Gregory VTI. to— -Christ had made 
Peter prince over the kingdoms of the 
world, 178. 

Saxons — 

Revolt against Henry IV., 1073 — 
177. 

Defeat at the TJnstrut, 1076 — 180. 

New revolt, 10761—191. 

Saxony : Claim by Gregory VII. that 
Alexander the Great had given thiB 
to St Peter, 306, 306. 

Sceptre : King could grant “ regalia ” 
with Bceptre — ‘ Disputatio vel De- 
fensio Paschalis,’ 131, 132. 

This part of settlement of Worms, 
162. 

Sicily — 

Feudal relation to Pope, 299. 

Treaty of Benoventum, 316, 321, 
326. 

Conspiracy against Frederick I., 
366, 369, 373. 

Sigebert of Gembloux — 

Treatise in name of clergy of Lidge, 
261-266. 

Doubts if king can be excommuni- 
cated, 261. 

Oath of allegiance is binding. 261. 

Kings, however evil, must be 
obeyed, 261, 262. 

Pope should pray for, not make 
war on, king, 262. 

Doubts if Homy was justly ex- 
communicated, 263. 

Unjust excommunication annulled 
by God, 263. 

Tope should submit to reproof and 
correction, 263, 264. 

Recognises Paschal II. as Pope, 264. 

Denounces appeal to force by 
Pope, and consequent bloodshed, 
264, 266. 

Appeals to example of St Martin, 
and his condemnation of execu- 
tion of heretics, 266. 

Silvester II. (Gerbert), Pope — 

Otto III. claims he had appointed 
him, 17. f> 

Apparently inconsistent views ws 
to Church appointments, 30-3lh 

In various letters assumes right of 
king to appoint, 30, 31. 

In otliers denies right of king, and 
attributes right of election to 
Clergy and people, with consent 
of king, 34. 

Repudiates idea of election by the 
ipob, 32. 

Election really by bishops, with 
consent of clergy, people, and 
king, 32, 33. 
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1 

Elected Archbishop of Rheims by 
bishops, with consent of clergy 
and people, 32. 

Dignity or bishop is greeter thin 
that of king, 41. 

When Abbot of Bobbie, recognised 
that he was servant of emperor, 
42. 

Feudal authority in Hungary, 298. 

Simony — {, 

Berthold, claimant of archbishopric 
of Besanfon : accused of, 28, 29. 

Denounced by Peter Damian and 
reforming party, S3, 34, 49-60. 

Its prevalence according to Rodol- 
fus Olaber, 52. 

According to Cardinal Humbert, 
52.55. 

Measures to suppress it by Leo IX., 
at Council of Rheims, 56. 

Controversy as to validity of ordin- 
ation obtained by simony, 57, 58. 

Ecclesiastical offices obtained by 
administrative services = si mony 
(Humbert), 58, 59. 

Measures against it in France by 
Gregory VII., 64-66. 

Anselm of Lucca attributes con- 
flict between Gregory VII. and 
Henry IV. to Henry's simony 
and attempt on liberty of 
Church, 237. 

Bpain : Claim to feudal authority by 
Gregory VII., 301, 302. 

Stephen II., Pope ; Election, 18. 

Stephen of Tournai — 

His doctrine of the two powers, 166 
and note. 

His statement of the relation 
between temporal and spiritual 
authorities, 395. , 

Suabian revolt against Henry, 1076 — 

101 . 

Suidger of Bamberg : Elected Pope as 
Clement II., 18. 

Swords, the two — 

Deusdedit, 268. 

Silvester I. granted Constantine 
use of the temporal sword for 
punishment of evil-doers (Hono- 
rius), 290, 293. 

John of Salisbury maintains that 
they both belong to the Church, 
which grants the material sword 
to the prince, 333.* 

St Bernard seems to maintain the 
same doctrine, 333, 334. 

Gerhoh distinguishes them very 
sharply, 356. 

Theobald, Count of Chartres : His 
relation to appointment of abbot, 36. 

Theodorie, Bishop of Verdun : Treatise 
composed in hrs name by^flfenrich of 
Trier, 81. 

T heop hano, Empress, widow of Otto 
Letter to her b^ Gerbert, 31^ 

^VOL. TV. 


Thietmar of Merseburg — * 

Disapproves of deposition of Bene- 
dict V. by emperor, 17, 20. 

No one On judge Pope except God, 


Toulouse, Council of : Recognises Alex- 
ander HI., 365. 

‘ Traotatus de Investiture Epucopo- 
rum,’ 103-106. 

Suggestion of compromise frotn 
imperial party, 103, 116. ' 

Historical precedents for appoint- 
ment to bishopric by secular 
authorities, 103, 104. 

Cites spurious decree of Hadrian I., 
104. 

Form of investiture immaterial : 
prefers that by staff, 104. 

Connects right of secular investi- 
ture with Temporal powers of 
Church, 104. 

Reasonable that king should aot as 
head of people, 104. , 

Investiture should be before conse- 
cration, 105. 

Condemns? doctrine that Pop^ 
should not be reproved, 105, 
106. 

4 Tractatus Eboracenses * — 

King represents divine nature of 
Christ, priest His human nature, 
*274, 276. 

Unction of king, neater than that 
of priest, 276, 276. 

King has the power of the keys. 
276. 

King has authority to summon 
sand preside over Councils, 276. 

King is not a mere layman, but 
can remil sins, 276. 

King lias right to invest with 
pastoral staff, 277. 

Discussion of papal authority over 
other bishops, 277. 

It is the same as Peter’s over 
Apostles, 277, 278. 

Authority of Pope created not by 
Christ but by man. 278, 279. 

Attacks papal policy, 280, 281. 

Attempt to destroy royal authority, 
contradicts the principles of Gela- 
sius, 281. 

Church originally governed by 
presbyters, 279. 

“ Transmarinum imperium ” — 

s Humbert says control of ecclesi- 
astical appointments was left to 
bishops or metropolitan, 68. 

Trier, Archbishop of • Letter written in 
his name by jGerbert, 31. 

Trowlianum, Council, 3. 


Udalric, St — 

Asks emperor to confer his bishop- 
rio on Jus death upon hft nephew, 

s Election of his successor, 35, 36. 

2 D 
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Unction — ^ 

Henry III. Maimed he had received 
it, but Wazo said unction erf 
a priest is different from and 
superior to that of king, 42. 
Wido of Ferrara held unction of 
emperor and kings was in some 
respects greater than that of 
priests, 85. 

' The king is not a mere layman, 86. 
The king is not a mei c layman 
(Wido of Osnaburg), 229. 

Of king greater than that of priest 
(‘ Tract. Ebor.’), 276. 

Of king inferior to that of priest 
(Honorius), 287. 

Urban II., Pope — 

Roman judges and “ consulars ” 
present at his Council, 7. 
Maintains prohibition of lay inves- 
titure, 97. 

Election, 1088—253. 

■s A monk of Cluny : brought to 
Rome and made cardinal by 
Gregory VII., 253, 254. 

Expresses determination to main- 
tain policy of Gregory VIT., 264. 
Excommunicates Henry TV., 1089 
—264. 

Promises support to Conrad against 
Henry IV., 265. 

Conrad swears fidelity to hinj, 265. 
At Council of Clermont, 1046, pro- 
claims Crusade, 265. 
Excommunicates Philip of France 
for deserting wife, 256. 

Died, 1099—265. 

c 

Verdun : People of, refuse to accept 
bishop appointed by king, 31. 

Victor II., Pope (Gebhardt, Bishop of 
EiohstBdl) : account of his election, 
23. • 

Victor III. — 

Desiderius, Abbot of Monte Casino : 

elected 1085 — 253. 

Said to have inclined to come to 
understanding with Henry IV., 
263. 

Death, 1087 — 253. 

^Victor IV., Antipope — 

Elected, 1169—320. 

Recognised by Council of Pavia, 
1160—326. 

Election confirmed by Frederick I„ 
328. 41 

Vincent, 0 St, abbey of, at Capua : 
abbot appointed by Otto III., 31. 

t 

Waso, Bishop of Lijjge— « , 

Warns Henry III . ‘against electing 
Pope while Gregory VI. alive, IS. 
Account of Wazo’g election to 
bishopric, 37. 

Maixftains unct ion of priest different 
and superior to that of king, 42. 

» Italian bishop could not be tried l£y 


German bishops for ecclesiastical 
offence : this belongs to Pope, 
43. 

( For secular offences bishop is liable 
to emperor’s court, 43. 

Condemns use of violence against 
heretios : oites St Martin of 
Tours, 265. 

Wenrich of Trier — 

0 Treatise by, written in name of 
Theodorio of Verdun, 81, 218- 
221 . 

Some reasonableness in prohibition 
of lay investiture, 81. 

Complains of hasty and partial 
action, 81, 82. 

Contends that custom of lay inves- 
titure was long approved, 82. 

Recognises Gregory as Pope, 218. 

Admits his high character, 219. 

Reports charges of ambition, Ac., 
- 219. 

Blames his violence against married 
clergy, 219. 

Deposition of Henry IV. by 
Gregory illegitimate, 219. 

Unjust excommunioation invalid, 
219, 220. 

Pope has no authority to declare 
oath of allegiance void, 220. 

Does not justify deposition of 
Gregory VII., 221. 

Werner, Count : Practised simony, 65. 

Wibort, Archdeacon of Toul— 

Account of election of Loo IX. : 
refused to accept office Unless 
elected by Roman clergy and 
people, 22, 23. 

Wido, Bishop of Ferrara — 

Treatment of investiture, 83-86. 

Distinguishes between spiritual 
office and secular authority of 
bishop, 82, 83. 

Cites spurious grant of investiture 
to emperor by Hadrian I. and 
Leo III., 83, 84. 

Urgos recognition of place of em- 
peror in papal olection under 
decree of Nicholas II., 84. 

Cites action of Henry III. at Sutri, 
84. 

Cites Isidore of Seville for authority 
of king in ecclesiastical appoint^ 
ments, 84, 85. j 

Cites prebedent of Moses, thougl , 
not a priest, 85. x > 

Urges importance of unction of 
king — greater in some respects 
than that of priest, 85. 

King not a mere layman, 85. 

Contrast between first and seeond 
part (j of treatise, 239. 

Fart I. : High oharacter of Gregory 
VH.«and nis canonical election, 
239. 

Henry IV. : vices and simony, 
i 238. 
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Henry’s defiance o i, and deposition 
by Gregory, 280. 

Precedents ol exoommunioation 
and deposition of kings, 240. y 

Reports Gregory’s contention that 
he had not appointed Rudolph, 
240. 

Defends war against Henry, even 
by Pope, 240. 

Account of occupation of Rome by # 
Henry, relief by Normans, sack 
of Rome, and death of Gregory, 

240. 

In absolving Germans from oaths 
Gregory was only declaring that 
the oath was already void, 240. 

Defends Gregory’s action about 
married clergy, 240- 

Part U. : Gregory elected in defi- 
ance of decree of Nicholas II., 

241. 

Gregory had forfeited position l^y 
misuse of his power, and espe- 
cially by making war, 241, 242. 

Gregory had declared sacraments 
of schismatics invalid, 241, 242. 

Even if Guibert’s election were 
irregular, he should be recog- 
nised as Pope now that Gregory 
was dead, 241. 

Wido of Osnaburg — 

Vindication of election of Guibert 
as Pope, 227. 

Rights of omperor in election of 
Pope, 228. 

King, in virtue of unction, not a 
mere layman, 229. 

No I’opo before Gregory VII. had 
excommunioated prince, 229. 

Repudiates right of Pope to absolve 


gubjectB from oath of allegiance, 
220 . • 
Deposition of Gregory VH. just 
and right, 230. 

Wiger, Archbishop of Ravenna : Sum- 
moned to emperor’s court when ac- 
cused of ecclesiastical irregularities — 
matter referred to bishops, 43. 

William of Champeaux, Bishop of 
Chalons — „ • 

Proposal of Battlement of investi- 
ture, 143, 144. 

Henry V. to surrender investiture, 
German bishops to render all 
their servioes and dues, 143, 144. 

William I., the Conqueror: Appointed 
Archbishop of Rouen, 39. 

Repudiated feudal supremacy of 
Pope, 300. 

Wippo, author of ‘ Life of Con^pd L’ : 
Speaks of bishops being as vassals 
subject to emperor’s court, 43. 

Worms, Settlement of — 

Foreshadowed by Wido of Ferrara, 

86 . 

HiBtory ofe 141-164. 

J*rovisions of, 161, 162. 

Worms : Council held in 1076 by Henry 
IV. to depose Gregory VH-, 181-187. 
Action of this Ckmncil the cause of 
the whole calamity (Gebhardt), 
• 217, 218. 

W lira burg — 

Mooting proposed to be held at, by 
German princes, 143. 

Henry to be asked to attend, and 
on refusal to be deposed, 143. 
AJpeting of princes in 1121 to com- 
pel settlement of investiture, 
158, 159. 
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